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JAMES F.MacLAREN LIMITED 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS, PLANNERS AND SCIENTISTS 
320 Adelaide Si. South, London, Ontario N5Z 3L2 (519) 686-5711 


11018-0 
8 November 1979 


Hon. Claude F. Bennett 
Minister of Housing 
Queen's Park 

Toronto, Ontario 


Mr. M. A. Gleeson 
Mayor 

City of London 
Canyvnall 

London, Ontario 


Mr. John F. McNamara 
Warden 

County of Middlesex 

367 Ridout Street North 
London, Ontario 


Gentlemen: 
Re: London-Middlesex Appraisal: Final Report 


It gives us great pleasure in submitting to you the Final 
Report of the London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal. As you 
will recall, the purpose of the Appraisal was firstly, to 
identify the major planning and development related issues 
facing London-Middlesex both now and in the foreseeable 
future and secondly, to recommend effective means to deal 
with these issues. 


Upon consideration of a number of different alternatives, 
it is our belief that the best approach is the preparation 
of a set of 'common policies' on the issues of mutual con- 
cern to both the City and the County. These ‘common pol- 
icies' would subsequently be integrated by amendment into 
the City Official Plan and a proposed County Official Plan. 
Preparation of a County Official Plan dealing with issues 
of county or area-wide significance and the creation of a 
County Planning Department is also recommended. 


In submitting this report to you, this completes our con- 
tractual obligations as set out in our agreement with the 
City of London executed on 4 August 1978, and further 
amended in November of 1979. We have thoroughly enjoyed 
the challenge and interest which this assignment has pre- 
sented to us and the opportunity we have had in working 
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with the County/City Liaison Committee and its Technical 
Sub-Committee throughout the course of the Appraisal. 


We sincerely hope this document will provide the basis for’ 


the establishment of a suitable policy framework for the 
City and the County (including its member municipalities) 
to deal effectively with the major planning and development 
issues facing London-Middlesex. 


In closing, we wish to express our appreciation for the 


Opportunity we have been given to undertake this assignment. 


Yours very truly, 


JAMES F. MacLAREN LIMITED 
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Recommendations 


The recommendations of the London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal: 
rindi Report are that: 


ie The City and the County make a commitment to formulate 
"common policies' on planning and development related 
issues of mutual concern and that these policies be 
incorporated by amendment into the Official Plan of the 
City of London and directly into a proposed Official 
Plan of the County of Middlesex. It is further recom- 
mended that the issues of mutual concern to be dealt 
with by the City and the County in formulating these 
"common policies' include: 


i) urban development on the periphery of the City; 
ii) annexation as a means of accommodating the future 
land requirements and transportation needs of the 


Cierns 


iii) extension of water supply and sewage disposal 


services beyond the boundary of the City; 


iv) development pressures associated with Hwy. 401, 
Hwy. 402 and Hwy. 100; 


v) assimilative capacity of the Thames River; 


vi) route selection of transmission and highway cor- 


ridors servicing the City and affecting the County; 
vii) suburban roads; 


viii) public recreation areas, facilities, and programs 


serving residents of both the City and the County; 
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ix) mineral aggregate resource requirements of the 
City and the County and their effect on alternative 
and surrounding land uses; 


x) railway relocation as it may affect lands outside 
the City; and 


xi) disposal of solid waste and storm water run-off 


generated by the City and affecting the County; 


The County express a commitment to commence the prepar- 
ation of an Official Plan and request the Minister of 
Housing to define the County of Middlesex as a planning 
area. 


The County take the necessary steps in 1980 to establish 
a small scale Planning Department capable of assuming 


the following primary responsibilities: 


i) preparation of an Official Plan for the County of 
Middlesex; 


ii) assisting the County in the preparation of 
‘common policies' on planning and development 
related issues of mutual concern to both the 


City and the County; 


a) providing technical assistance and advice to the 
Middlesex Land Division Committee with respect 


to land severances. 


The City undertake to determine its future land needs 
beyond its existing boundary including how much land 

is required, the purposes for which the land is required, 
the reasons why this land is not available or cannot 

be made available within the existing City boundary, 
approximately when the land will be required, and the 


preferred location of the land required. 
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The Minister of Housing confirm his commitment. to sup- 
port financially the preparation of 'common policies' 
by the City and the County on planning and development 
related issues of mutual concern. 


The Minister of Housing confirm his commitment to sup- 
port financially the preparation of an Official Plan 
for the County of Middlesex. 


The Minister of Housing, upon defining the County of 
Middlesex as a planning area, dissolve the Central 


Middlesex Planning Area. 


The Minister of Housing formally dissolve the Strathroy 


and Suburban Planning Area. 
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Introduction 


This document represents the final report of the London- 
Middlesex Planning Appraisal. The need for a Planning | 
Appraisal of London-Middlesex arose out of a number of 
meetings of the County/City Liaison Committee during 
1976 and 1977. The Committee was established in 1974 

by the City and the County for the purpose of consid- 
ering and reporting on joint City-County matters, City 
matters affecting the County or its constituent muni- 
Cipalities, and County matters affecting the City. 
Sitting on the Committee are the Mayor and two councillors 
of the City of London, and the Warden and two councillors 
of the County of Middlesex.! 


Following a discussion of the effects of the identifi- 
cation of London as a growth centre* at its meeting of 
28 October 1976, the Liaison Committee adopted the 


following resolution: 


That the members of the County/City Liaison 
Committee be authorized to meet with the Minister 
of Housing of Ontario, the Honourable John R. 
Rhodes to express to him their concern about the 
urbanization of rural areas of Middlesex County 
and to propose to him the development of a County/ 
City Policy. Plan, and to discuss the procedures 
necessary to implement such a plan.? 


Representatives of the Liaison Committee met subsequently 
with the Minister in February 1977 and the following 
month the Minister responded to the request of the 
Committee. In his letter (Appendix I), the Minister 
expressed his support for a planning appraisal prior 


to preparatiom of a) County/City Policy Plan. 


"Tt is my hope that such an appraisal would examine 
in some depth the development pressures generated 
by the major urban areas on the rural portions 
of the County and would also explore possible 
means of coping with such pressures including, 
among other possibilities, the preparation ofa 
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County/City policy plan. However, in my view, 
the planning appraisal must be undertaken first 
and results properly evaluated before a decision 
is taken to commence work on a policy plan."* 
It was not however until January 1978 that the Planning 
Appraisal was officially underway. The first task was 
to identify and examine the planning and development 
related issues affecting or likely to affect London- 
Middlesex now and in the foreseeable future. Reports 
examining these issues were released in the summer of 
1978, and on 25 July 1978 an information meeting was 
held in Delaware to present and discuss the issues 


identified. * 


During the fall of 1978 the Interim Report of the 
London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal was prepared and 
distributed to the City, the County, and all municipal- 
ities of the County.°® The Report identified four al- 
ternatives which could potentially lead to more effective 
decision-making by the City and the County (including 
its member municipalities) with respect to the planning 
and development issues facing London-Middlesex. The 
alternatives identified were presented at meetings 
sponsored by the County and the City in November of 
1978. Subsequent to these meetings, a number of briefs 
were submitted by the City and the municipalities of — 
the County as well as by a few special purpose bodies 


(Appendix II). 


In view of the pending release of the White Paper on 
The Planning Act, the preparation of the Final Report 
of the Planning Appraisal was postponed until there 
was an opportunity to review the White Paper in the 
context of the Planning Appraisal. Section 3 of this 
Report examines the implications of the White Paper 


on matters dealt with in the Appraisal. 
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In the following sections of this Final Report of the 
London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal, the planning and 
development related issues facing or likely to face 
London-Middlesex are summarized (Section 2). This is 
followed by an examination of the implications of the 
proposals contained in the White Paper which bear on 
the Planning Appraisal (Section 3), and an analysis of 
the numerous briefs submitted by municipalities and 
special purpose bodies on the Interim Report (Section 
4). A strategy for the City and the County to deal 
with the planning and development issues identified 

is recommended along with the proposed scope, means of 
implementation, and monitoring procedures of this strat- 
egy (Section 5). Finally, the existing organization 

of municipalities into planning areas is addressed 

and groupings of municipalities into areas considered 
appropriate for purposes of detailed planning for land 
use, transportation, and services are suggested (Section 
6) < 
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Notes: Section 1 INTRODUCTION 


County of Middlesex, Brief to the Government of the Province of 
Ontario, (January 22, 1975) 


London along with Kingston, Ottawa and Thunder Bay were identified 
as major regional centres by the Province in 1976. See: Ontario 
Ministry of Treasury, Economics, and Intergovernmental Affairs 


(Regional Planning Branch) Design for Development Ontario's Future: 
Trends and Options (March 1976) pp 43-44. 


City of London, Minutes of the 3rd Meeting of the County/City 
Liaison Committee (October 28, 1976). 


Letter of Correspondence, Honourable John R. Rhodes, Ministry of 
Housing to W. S. Ross, City Clerk, City of London, re Middlesex 


County/City of London Liaison Committee Brief (March 17, 1977). 


London-Middlesex Liaison Committee, London-Middlesex Planning 
Appraisal: Preliminary Report (James F. MacLaren Limited, 
June 30, 1978), and London-Middlesex Liaison Committee, London- 


Middlesex Planning Appraisal, Summary: Preliminary Report, 
(James F. MacLaren Limited, July 13, 1978). 


London-Middlesex Liaison Committee, London-Middlesex Planning 
Appraisal: Interim Report (James F. MacLaren Limited, Fall, 1978) 
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The Major Issues 


The first task of the Planning Appraisal was to identify 
the major planning and development related issues affec- 
ting or likely to affect London-Middlesex between now 
and the turn of the century. A total of five major 
issues were identified and summarized in a report to 

the Liaison Committee in July of 1978.1 They have been 
reviewed and updated where appropriate for incorpor- 


ation into this Final Report of the Planning Appraisal. 


Land Needs of the City 


While the City of London is not presently facing a 
critical shortage of land to meet its needs as the 
major urban centre of southwestern Ontario, increasing 
concern continues to be expressed over the ability of 
the City to meet, within its existing boundary, its 
future land needs.* Although there appears to be suf- 
ficient land in terms of total acreage to accommodate 
the City's various land needs in the short run, the 
City is experiencing difficulties now in meeting its 
requirements with respect to certain specific uses. 
This has contributed to increased urbanizing pressures 
on rural land lying immediately outside the City, and 
statements regarding the inevitable and pending need 
for the City to soon annex land from the adjacent 


townships. 


Perhaps the most widely recognized land shortage affec- 
ting the City is its perceived need for industrial land. 
The City apparently has adequate land reserves set 
aside for industry capable of accommodating anticipated 
demand up to at least 1990. On the other hand, the 
City recognizes that it is severely limited now in 
terms of its ability to make available large parcels 


of land for industry were such an interest expressed. 


Ss ren 
I . 7 : 
ig . ok a L 


: eet of delelohey eevee 


_ 


“ay : sonaee cobs Badalst, oti TG) sie eah 
; win rte ict) s gO ubie.t hig f 
SOT ett cule 78 ise cos iss 


OF: d5oqes LER as ‘Sesdveaiue 


sue 
\ 


" 
Th...) 


Se ise aay . 
Aeid oved. 4agT rah ~# Ri yd 1 ae 
e*agvoan> %Ok Sie hsaosdgn otany 
OD Neptal Sie e F ‘A 
‘ ; wn 
4 
: 
i y r ae ' 
rs ‘ 
fe. 
t? ‘- x 
’ 
ree . 
2 ¥ 
\e* + 
| 
} fy 
ee 
on 7 — te 
i eee 7 Se, ~s ror 
Pe “has page | BARS - ss. 1 t 
4a pee Sa " é 
noes < 4 Spots “so 7 Let “* 
4% 
j aie i. lhl Waihaga irre ri 8 
« ® > - 
- POSEGLOLAIRS Chie oroRnio sss 20 elaaqays VYivedbe! 26% ebins- 
* f é 
‘ o Pe on sail ; ad Ro < 
GS sees RAS se os nO 6. Dee E aemed s4 meet 


ao < qicin os orit w ts isvemr ac dL, dant: eead a yaid 
BS Ai ; < a 

vera mn al@oTad ov 4 ‘I Slai Leave Sxam a? 792 f+ “5 est t % re 
= hy, Vs neaesty my RORIAI qe Howe stew leant ae ye l to 
ON a hal | 
: ; Ti alee ; nu j 


In spite of the City's apparently adequate supply of 
smaller industrial parcels, industry continues to be 
attracted to sites outside the City and, in particular, 
immediately south of the City in the Township of West- 
minster. It is apparent that for reasons related to 
land cost, land availability, servicing, accessibility, 
building restrictions, or other undetermined factors, 
the sites outside the City have become very appealing 
TOViInausery. 


As with industrial land in the City of London, the City 
does not appear to be experiencing an immediate overall 
shortage of land for commercial purposes. Nevertheless, 
an increasing number of large space-demanding commercial 
establishments are being attracted to locations outside 
the City (e.g. Bowley's Colonial Furniture, Lattella's 
Ethan Allen Gallery, Postian's Rugs, Wonderland Mall). 
Reasons as to why these establishments have chosen to 
locate outside the City are not clear but appear to be 
related to land costs, accessibility, and the advantages 
which accrue from locating near similar establishments. 
In addition, there appears to be a growing shortage of 
land for commercial purposes in certain selected areas 
of the City. Thus while the City may have sufficient 
lands set aside for commercial purposes, these lands 

are often not the most attractive to commercial esta- 


blishments. 


With respect to residential land, the City has estim- 
ated that it has within its current boundaries the 
theoretical capacity to accommodate a population in 
excess of 500,000. Well before the City reaches a 
population of this size, additional lands will be 
required to maintain a sufficient land reserve to keep 
housing prices from escalating, to ensure adequate 
housing choice, and to allow for lands which for one 


reason or another are not developed or redeveloped for 
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residential purposes. At the present time, the price 
of raw land for residential purposes is approaching 
and in some cases exceeding $40,000 per acre in the 
City. in addition, considerable land banking is occur- 


ring outside the City by major development companies. 


' Two critical factors in determining the City's land 
needs for residential purposes are the projected pop- 
ulation of the: City sand the ability of the City to 
provide adequate treatment for sanitary waste. The 
City is approaching its limits of sewage treatment 
Capacity without any commitment from the Province on 
the proposed Glengowan Dam or on other remedial measures 
which would increase its treatment capacity. Another 
factor to be considered is the extent to which the City 
is making the most efficient use of its own land re- 
sources for residential development or redevelopment, 
thereby minimizing the need to annex lands from its 


neighbouring townships. 


Summary: While the City appears to have within its 
boundaries sufficient land for industrial, commercial, 
and residential purposes for the present time, certain 
deficiencies are apparent now and are likely to increase 
in the near future. If the City believes a shortage 

of land exists or is imminent, it is the responsibility 


of the City to determine and to be able to justify how 


much land is required, the purposes for which Le is 
required, the reasons as to why this land is not avail- 
able or cannot be made available within the existing 


boundary of the City, approximately when the land will 
be required, and the preferred location of the lands 
required. In the event adequate lands are not made 
available to the City to accommodate the needs of a 
growing urban population, the townships neighbouring 
the City will continue to experience increasing pres- 
sures to allow the development of lands within their 


jurisdiction for urban purposes. 
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The Urban Fringe 


An urban fringe, frequently defined as the area lying 
immediately beyond a city's boundary and consisting 

of a zone of transition between the contiguously 
built-up area of the city and the surrounding country- 
side, is well established in London-Middlesex.? Previous 
attempts at ensuring the orderly growth and development 
of this area have included the establishment of the 
Central Middlesex Planning Board, the London Suburban 
Roads Commission, the creation of subsidiary planning 


areas, and annexation. 


For a number of reasons, the Central Middlesex Planning 
Board has proven to be largely ineffective in providing 
a unified planning approach to development of the fringe. 
Although increasingly the subject of criticism by the 
City, the London Suburban Roads Commission on the other 
hand has proven to be more effective than the Central 
Middlesex Planning Board. The Commission, however, 
deals with only one aspect of the fringe, the accom- 
modation of the traffic demands on suburban roads. 

The subsidiary planning areas of the Central Middlesex 
Planning Area are not guided nor are they subject to 

the provisions of an overall plan. Rather, they func- 
tion as independent planning areas -- thereby precluding 
a unified approach to area-wide planning problems 


characteristic of the urban fringe. 


As a result of the actions of some of the townships 
surrounding the City, the policies of the City to dis- 
courage urban development immediately beyond its boun- 
daries have not been entirely successful. Problems 
typically associated with the urban fringe (e.g. land 
use incompatibilities, servicing, inefficient use of 
land, transportation) continue to arise although not 
to the same extent and level of intensity as has 
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Ocurred in the past. The pressures for development are 
nevertheless intense. Land values are based on urban 
development and are far beyond what the farming commun- 
ity can bear. Investment in new farm buildings and 
structures on lands neighbouring the City is low to 
non-existent.” While all townships neighbouring the 
City are subject to these pressures, nowhere are pres- 
sures greater than those currently being experienced 


in the Township of Westminster. 


a ere 


The City's policies of discouraging urban development 
beyond its boundary, particularly its refusal to extend 
services to its neighbouring townships, have no doubt 
Slowed the development of the fringe. On the other 
hand, the City has contributed to land speculation, 
development pressures, and uncertainty in the fringe 

by’ its  approvalof plans ‘of subdivision designed in a 
manner which anticipates annexation of adjacent lands, 
by the oversizing of servicing mains, and by its policy 
to annex land any time for the purposes of completing 
logical drainage areas and planning districts without 
at the same time specifying the extent of these areas 
or districts.° In addition the City, like other muni- 
Ccipalities of the Central Middlesex Planning Board, 


st ten 


has displayed little in the way of commitment to the 


Board, or willingness to co-ordinate its planning 


decisions with those of the surrounding townships. 


Summary: The existing approach to the planning and 
development of the urban fringe surrounding the City 
whereby all municipalities including the City establish 
planning policy largely in isolation of one another is 
contrary to the achievement of an orderly and controlled 
development of this area, and entirely inappropriate 


to the characteristics of the fringe and the pressures 
being exerted upon it. A _more unified planning approach 
and closer consultation and co-ordination of development 
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activity between the City and the neighbouring townships 
aresrequired if. the existing problems associated with | 
the fringe are to be resolved and future problems avoided. 


Rural Resources 


The dominant economic activity of Middlesex County is 
agriculture. Middlesex lies at the centre of what 
has been deemed the heartland of Ontario agriculture 
with upwards of 90% of its soils falling within the 
top three soil capability classes. Over 75% of the 
County is actively farmed -- generating in excess of 
$196,000,000 in production in 1978.° 


Over the last fifteen year period, considerable changes 
and shifts have occurred in agriculture in the County. 
These have included a decline in the farm population, 
an increase in rented farmland, a decline in the number 
of farms, and an increase in the average farm size.’ 
While the statistics available indicate significant 
changes are occurring in agriculture in the County, the 
explanation of these changes and their implications are 


much less than clear. 


In addition, woodlands in the County are being depleted 
with uncertain environmental implications. On the | 
other hand, the County has an apparently abundant sup- 
ply of mineral aggregate resources to the turn of the 
century. While the extraction of aggregate is recog- 
nized as being vital to the needs of both the City and 
the County, a number of conflicts often occur with 


agriculture and with rural residents. 


By virtue of its natural resource features, the County 
also provides a preferred lifestyle for many of those 
disenchanted with the lifestyle afforded by the City. 
It also provides a desirable location for many types of 


outdoor recreation facilities. Among its foremost 
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natural features is the valley of the Thames River -- 


the recreation potential of which is largely untapped. 


Summary: In light of the significance of the natural 
resources of the County and in particular its highly 
productive farmland, it is desirable for the County 

to become more actively involved in ensuring the sound 
management and use of these resources. Safeguarding 
the rural resources or tie County should not be the 
sole burden of the municipalities affected. The County 
should provide the leadership and unifying voice for 
its twenty-two member municipalities when these 
resources are threatened by unwarranted urban encroach- 
Ment or by the construction of major transportation 
arteries, transmission lines, and pipe lines. In be- 
coming more actively involved, the County should for- 


mulate a set of goals and general policies to ensure 
the sound management and _ use of resources, and be pre- 
pared to take steps to enhance and protect these re- 
sources in the face of incompatible developments, 
changing trends, and circumstances. In adopting a more 
active role, the County should seek to complement the 
role and responsibilities of its member municipalities 


and the conservation authorities. 


Capacity for Growth 


The single most limiting factor affecting the growth 

of London-Middlesex is the capacity of the Thames River 
to assimilate sewage effluent. With the proposed con- 
struction Brotie Glengowan Dam, the theoretical capacity 
of the Thames River at London will rise to accommodate 


a population equivalent estimated to be slightly in 


‘excess of 515,000.° Beyond this population, a sewage 


pipeline to Lake Erie or more sophisticated treatment 


methods will be necessary. 
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In the County, growth at urban densities is limited 


by deficiencies in groundwater or surface water supplies, 


eer 
_ ner 


poorly drained soils, and a lack OE ‘suitable receiving 
streams. Urban centres in the County simply cannot 


accommodate a large. population increase given existing 


and proposed servicing schemes. 


As an alternative, scattered rural residential develop- 
ment would also be costly to service and would lead to 
inevitable conflicts with agriculture. As a result of 
these potential consequences, this type of development 
is strongly opposed by an increasing number of townships 


and planning boards in the County. 


A large increase in the population of the County is 
fortunately not anticipated.’ Nevertheless, without 
major and costly servicing schemes, the growth capacity 


of the County is limited. Assuming London is able to 


Aer a, 


Overcome its sewage treatment problems, it will remain 
‘the most. logical and desirable location in which to 
concentrate the major portion of the population growth 
expected to occur in London-Middlesex for the fore- 


seeable future. 


Summary: The City continues to consider itself as the 
most logical and desirable location for urban growth 
in London-Middlesex. In addition, the Province in 1976 


identified London as one of four major regional centres 


10 To fulfill these roles, the City will 
require a solution to its pending sewage treatment 
problem and more land to meet the needs of a growing 
population. This land must ultimately come from the 
townships neighbouring the City. In the County, the 
capital investment required to provide urban services 

to a large number of centres to accommodate a substan- 
tial population increase would be prohibitive. To max- 
— imize the efficiency of any investments in urban ser- 
vices in the County and to avoid the problems associated 


in the Province. 
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with scattered rural residential development, a_county- 
wide growth distribution strategy is desirable. 


Existing Planning Structure 


The existing planning structure in London-Middlesex con- 
sists of a patchwork of joint planning areas, subsidiary 
planning areas, independent planning areas and one un- 
defined planning area. Some of the planning boards are 
actively engaged in planning while others are virtually 
defunct. Furthermore, the Middlesex Land Division Com- 
mittee grants land severances in seventeen municipalities 
in the County. Elsewhere this function is being carried 
out by local committees. of adjustment. With the excep- 
tion of the City, no full-time planning staff are engaged 
by the municipalities, planning areas, or land severance 
granting authorities in London-Middlesex. The County 

is not defined as a planning area and does not engage 


a planning staff. 


Most official plans in London-Middlesex have been recently 
prepared or are in the process of being updated. They 
have, however, been prepared in virtual isolation of one 


another. While effective in dealing with matters of 


ad 


local concern, they are seldom capable of dealing with 
broader development issues affecting all or larger areas 
of the County such as major highways, transmission 
corridors, fringe development, resource extraction, and 
non-farm development. The recommendations of the White 
Paper on the Planning Act, if implemented, would rad- 
ically alter the existing planning structure of the 
County and would provide an opportunity for the County 


to become engaged in county-wide planning.’? 


On the other hand, it is evident that there exists in 
the County a strong preference for maintaining planning 
at the municipal or area-wide level (as opposed to the 


county level). Although it has been said that the 
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existing planning structure represents a patchwork 
approach to planning, there is considerable satisfaction 
with the present structure among the municipalities of 
the County. 


Involvement of the County in planning is regarded with 
Suspicion by a number of municipalities, particularly 
those located furthest from the City. If a need exists 
for county planning, it is widely perceived by the 
outlying municipalities as benefitting only the inner 
six municipalities. Concern is expressed that involving 
the County in planning would lead to the creation of 

a planning bureaucracy with all its attendant costs, 

and would undermine the planning role of the local 


level. 


Summary: While a certain degree of satisfaction prevails 
with respect to the existing planning structure in London- 
Middlesex, the planning and development related issues 
affecting the area now and in the future cannot be ade- 
quately addressed without some changes to the existing 
structure. The recommendations of the White Paper on 

the Planning Act would, if translated into legislation, 
provide for changes to the existing structure without 


at the same time destroying its satisfactory elements. 


Certain changes are considered desirable including the 
creation of a role for the County in planning and the 
establishment of a mechanism whereby the problems assoc~ 
iated with the urban fringe neighbouring the City can 

be more effectively dealt with. 
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Notes: Section 2 THE MAJOR ISSUES 


1 7 4 ee ; 
London-Middlesex Liaison Committee, London-Middlesex Planning 


Appraisal: Summary: Preliminary Report (James F. MacLaren Limited, 
opeilyy Jlsi. ALeRS))) 


see "Gleeson says annexation can't be avoided", The London Free 
Press (September 11, 1979), and Housing and Urban Development 


Association of Canada (London), Brief to the County/City Liaison 
Committee on Points of Concern of the Two Associations about 


available land for development in the foreseeable future, 
(September 27, 1979). 


A number of studies have examined the phenomenor of the urban 
fringe associated with the City of London. These include: 

M. J. Troughton, Land holding in a Rural-Urban Fringe Environment, 
The Case of London, Ontario. Environment Canada, Occasional 
Paper No. 11 (November 1976). 


P. R. Hale, "An Examination of the Distribution of 'Hobby Farms' 
Properties in Six Townships Surrounding London, Ontario 
(unpublished M. A. thesis, University of Western Ontario, 1973). 


L. H. Russwurm, "The Rural-Urban Fringe with Comparative Reference 
to London, Kitchener-Waterloo, and Sarnia" (unpublished M. A. 
thesis, University of Western Ontario, 1961). 


S. Morrison, "Rural-urban Delineation: A Comparative Analysis of 
Selected Techniques" (unpublished M. A. thesis, University of 
Western Ontario, 1978). 


Based on field surveys carried out by James F. MacLaren Limited 
in the preparation of Background Studies for the Township of 
London Official Plan (1976) and the Township of Westminster 
Official Plan, (1978). 


City of London, Official Plan for the City of London Planning 
Area (January 1, 1978), Section 4.3. 


Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1979. 


London-Middlesex Liaison Committee, London-Middlesex Planning 


Appraisal: Preliminary Report (James F. MacLaren Limited, 
URINGHS Oe LOT Bu) ts 


City of London, Report of the Preparation of Master Plan for 
Sewage Treatment in the City of London to the Year 2013, (London, 


Ontario: James F. MacLaren Limited, December 1977) p. 7-1. 


"Zondon not expected to grow as fast as once predicted", The 
London Free Press (October 17, 1979). 


10 ontario Ministry of Treasury, Economics, and Intergovernmental Affairs 


(Regional Planning Branch), Design for Development, Ontario's 
Future: Trends and Options, (March 1976) pp 43-44. 
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White Paper on The Planning Act, 
(Government of Ontario, May 1979). 
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The Effect of the White Paper 


The purpose of the White Paper on The Planning Act is 

to set out the Government of Ontario's proposals for 
change in the province's local planning system; the 
system by which municipalities control the way in 

which land is used and development takes place.! The 
White Paper was released in May 1979 for review and 
comment. Unless the Minister receives strongly supported 
reasons for doing otherwise, the Government intends to 
adopt a new Planning Act reflecting the proposals con- 
tained in the White Paper. The deadline for submissions 
on the White Paper was scheduled for Fall 1979, however 
the deadline date has recently been extended to March 
3lst, 1980.* Copies of the proposed new Planning Act 
are scheduled for release by the end of 1979. It is 

not anticipated that a new Planning Act for Ontario 


will be adopted until the end of 1980 at the earliest. 


Although the White Paper contains comprehensive pro- 
posals with respect to planning in Ontario, only those 
which have a direct bearing on the objectives of the 
London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal are examined here. 
The primary purpose of this examination is to determine 
the extent to which the proposals contained in the 
White Paper are consistent or compatible with the find- 
ings and proposals of the Planning Appraisal. The pro- 
posals contained in the White Paper which appear to 
bear most directly on the Planning Appraisal are sum- 


marized below. 


The White Paper encourages unrestructured counties 
such as Middlesex County, to assume responsibility for 
county-scale planning. It proposes that counties or 
municipalities within counties be allowed to engage in 
joint planning efforts with cities and separated towns 


without the need for approval by the Minister of Housing. 
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In the past, the City of London and the County of 
Middlesex have not engaged in any joint planning efforts 
nor has the County involved itself, to any significant 
degree, in 'county-scale' planning. Although the City 
along with the six townships surrounding the City appear 
to support the concept of joint planning through their 
appointment of members to the Central Middlesex Planning 


Board, they have failed to provide the Board with the 


resources necessary to deal effectively with planning 
and development related problems of area-wide concern. 
‘The only apparent joint planning effort undertaken by 
the City and the County is the preparation of the 
London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal. 


Where county planning operations exist or presumably 
are established, the White Paper proposes that counties 
may qualify to receive delegated powers similar to 
regional municipalities (e.g. approval of plans of sub- 
division and condominium plans, and lower tier official 
plans). To qualify for such powers, the County will be 
required to meet conditions established by the Minister 
including appropriate official plan policies approved 
by the Minister, permanent professional planning staff, 
administrative procedures approved by the Minister, and 
financial resources sufficient to operate the delegated 
power. Under the powers proposed in the new Planning 


Act, counties would be given the authority to: 


i) prepare an official plan for all or part of the 
county or region, 
ii) co-ordinate the planning activities of local 
municipalities, 

iii) upon request, provide technical assistance to local 
municipalities in carrying out their planning 
activities, . 

iv) upon agreement with the municipality concerned, 


directly carry out local planning functions, 
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v) appoint such planning committees and staff as it 
considers necessary, | . 
vi) enter into agreements with area municipalities or 
persons relating to the approval of plans of sub- 
division and zoning by-laws, 
vii) carry out planning powers assigned in The Planning 
Act or delegated by the Minister. 


Where a county official plan or upper-tier plan is 

in effect, the White Paper proposes that these plans 

be recognized as being dominant and that the official 
plans of the lower-tier be required to be brought into 
‘general conformity' with them. The White Paper does 
not appear to address the potential problems associated 
with bringing existing approved local official plans 
into conformity with upper-tier (including county) 
official plans. Unlike as is proposed to be the case 
where local zoning does not conform to an upper-tier 
plan, there is no time limit or recourse of action 
specified for the upper-tier municipality where a lower- 
tier official plan is not-in conformity with the upper- 
tier plan and no action is being taken to bring it into 
conformity. In Middlesex County there are a total of 
fourteen official plans either approved or submitted 
and pending approval by the Province. Depending on the 
nature and scope of any plan prepared by the County, 
changes may be required to these plans to bring them 


into 'general conformity' with a County Official Plan. 


The proposed new Planning Act will also require that 
local zoning by-laws must ‘generally conform' to an 
approved county official plan. In the event that a 
municipality chooses not to amend its zoning by-law 
within one year of the county official plan coming in- 
to force, the upper-tier municipality (in this case the 
county), would be able to exercise, directly, local 
zoning control. In addition to exercising zoning powers 


where local zoning conflicts with an upper-tier plan, 
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the county would also appear to have the authority to 
exercise zoning in the absence of local zoning. This 
situation would not apply in Middlesex County given the 
present status of zoning in the County. In all other 


cases, the local zoning bylaw will remain in full force 
and effect. 


A very significant proposal of the White Paper is to 
place the responsibility for local planning authority 
in the first instance with municipal councils. 
Municipal councils would be given the authority to 
prepare and adopt official plans and official plan 
amendments, and to exercise powers related to zoning, 
community improvement, and maintenance and occupancy. 
Planning Boards, which are currently vested with the 
authority of preparing official plans and official 
plan amendments, would be abolished in their present 
form. The ‘planning area', presently defined as the 
only formal unit for municipal planning, would also 
be abolished. 


Under the proposals contained in the White Paper, joint 
planning would be recognized as a voluntary activity of 
two or more municipalities. The composition and terms 
of reference of any joint board would be agreed upon by 
the participating municipalities. The board would con- 
sist of elected persons appointed by the respective 
municipal councils and would set budgets, hire staff, 
and carry out planning tasks authorized by the councils, 
including the preparation of an official plan. All 
existing joint planning boards would be dissolved one 
year after the new legislation comes into force, or 
upon the formulation of a new joint board for any part 
of the former joint area. There would no longer be a 


‘designated municipality'. 
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The effect of these proposals on the existing planning 
structure in London-Middlesex would be profound. The 
County would be able to assume a role in planning and, 
subject to satisfying the criteria set by the Province, 
assume authority for exercising certain planning powers 
now vested with the Minister. The City could also apply 


for and receive these delegated planning powers. 


With respect to joint planning areas the following 
planning boards would be dissolved: Northwest Middlesex, 
Southwest Middlesex, Strathroy and Suburban, and Central 
Middlesex. Only the Northwest Middlesex and Southwest 
Middlesex planning boards which are actively engaged 

in planning programs would be Significantly affected. 
The Strathroy and Suburban Planning Board exists 'on 
paper' only and the Central Middlesex Planning Board 
Operates on a 'shoe-string' budget and without the 
benefit of an official plan or comprehensive planning 
policies for the planning area. A number of planning 
boards having jurisdiction over subsidiary planning 
areas or single independent planning areas would also 

be dissolved by the proposals contained in the White 
Paper. These include Strathroy, Ailsa Craig, Lucan, 

and the townships of Adelaide, Caradoc, Biddulph, 
Delaware, Lobo, London, North Dorchester, West Nissouri 


and Westminster. 


Under the proposals contained in the White Paper, it 
will be possible for joint boards including for example, 
Southwest Middlesex and Northwest Middlesex, to recon- 
stitute themselves provided agreement is reached by all 
municipalities concerned. There will, however, be no 
obligation on behalf of any municipality to participate 
in joint planning if it chooses otherwise. Under the 
terms of the present Planning Act, the Minister has the 
authority to define a joint planning area and its con- 
stitute municipalities. Such authority was exercised 


by the Minister in the creation of the Southwest 
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Middlesex Planning Area. On the other hand, it will be 
possible for a municipality currently not part of a 
joint planning area to become part of such an area if 

it so desired. For example, the Northwest Middlesex 
Planning Board with the agreement of all municipalities 
affected could choose to reconstitute itself, and invite 
East Williams and Ailsa Craig to join with it without 


requiring the approval of the Minister. 


Any new planning board or planning committee established 
under the proposed new Planning Act would consist of 
elected persons appointed by municipal councils. While 
the membership of planning boards varies widely in 
Middlesex County, a number of planning boards have drawn 
members from the community as well as from municipal 
councils. Under the proposed new Act, appointed persons 
would not be allowed to sit on any re-constituted joint 
planning board or municipal planning committees. They 
would however be able to sit on planning advisory boards 
appointed by council for purposes of advising council 


on official plan and zoning matters. 


The power to grant land severances under the proposed 
new Act would be assigned directly to the councils of 
cities and counties. These powers in turn could be . 
delegated in the case of a city to a committee of ad- 
justment, and in the case of a county to a land division 
committee. Such powers could also be delegated to a 


committee of council or to a municipal official. 


In London, the powers to grant land severances is cur- 
rently vested with a committee of adjustment. In 
Middlesex, the power to grant land severances is the 
responsibility of the County Land Division County in 
seventeen municipalities and with individual committees 
of adjustment in the remaining five municipalities. 
Under the proposed new Act, the power of existing com- 


mittees of adjustment in the County to grant land 
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severances would be transferred to the County. 


Interest has been expressed by some municipalities of 

the County to delegate the power to grant land severances 
to area-wide groupings of municipalities -- consistent 
with the planning areas proposed in the Interim Report 

of the Planning Appraisal. It would not appear, however, 
that delegation of the power to grant land severances 

in this manner would be possible under the proposals 


contained in the White Paper. 
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Notes: Section 3 THE EFFECT OF THE WHITE PAPER 
Mh Lae Ee EALER 


Ontario Ministry of Housing, White Paper on The Planning Act, 
(Government of Ontario, May 1979). 


Letter of Correspondence, Honourable Claude Bennet, Minister of 
Housing to all Municipalities of Ontario, Planning Boards, Committees 
Of Adjustment, and Land Division Committees (September 10, 1979). 
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4. Review of the Interim Report 


Subsequent to the release of the Interim Report of the . 
London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal, a meeting was held -: 
on 22 November 1978 in the Council Chambers of the 
County of Middlesex to which were invited the represen- 
tatives from all municipalities, planning areas, and 
committees of adjustment of the County. The following 
week on 29 November 1978 a meeting was held in the 
Council Chambers of the City of London to which were 
invited members of Council, the Administration, and 
representatives of appointed boards and commissions. 
The purpose of the meetings was to present the four 
alternatives identified in the Interim Report and to 
respond to any questions or concerns regarding the 
Interim Report. The meeting sponsored by the County 
was particularly well attended with a number of ques- 


tions being raised including: 


i) whether the 'common policies' of Alternative r 
proposed in the Interim Report would deal with 
plans of subdivision abutting the City boundary 
with the County; 


ii) whether co-operation with the City in planning. 
would preclude the need for annexation by the 


CLey. 


iii) the extent to which the proposed County Official 


Plan could override a local official plan; 


iv) the costs associated with up-dating local official 
plans to bring them into conformity with the pro- 
posed County Official Plan and who would pay these 


costs; 


v) the necessity of grouping municipalities into 


planning areas; 
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vi) the possibility of delegating the responsibility 
of granting land severances to the planning areas 
recommended in the Interim Report. 


Following these meetings a number of briefs and sub- 
missions were received from the municipalities of the 
County including the City. Also responding were the 
Central Middlesex Planning Board, the Southwest Middle- 
sex Planning Board, the Upper Thames River Conservation 
Authority, the London-Middlesex RC Separate School 
Board, and London Transit. Copies of these briefs may 
be found in Appendix II to this report. The following 
Observations are drawn from the briefs and submissions 


received. 


1) Overwhelming support for any of the alternatives 
identified in the Interim Report was not apparent. 
In fact, a number of briefs and submissions re- 
jected all four alternatives. Alternative I: 

City Official Plan.- Common. Policies .—, County 
Official Plan received the most support with a 
total of eight municipalities along with the 
Central Middlesex Planning Board, the Upper Thames 
River Conservation Authority, and the London- 
Middlesex RC Separate Board supporting this alter- 
native (Table 1). Support for the remaining three 


alternatives was virtually non-existent. 


ii) A total of fourteen municipalities supported a role, 
of one form or another, for the County in planning 
(Table 1). This support ranged from the hiring of 
a 'planning advisor' to assist the Middlesex Land 
Division Committee, to the establishment of a small 
planning department designed primarily to assist 
in the preparation of a County Official Plan and 
‘common policies' with the City and to provide 
limited planning services to local municipalities. 


Those municipalities located furthest from the City 
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v) 


tended not to support the County becoming engaged 
in planning. 


Support for the establishment of a County Planning . 
Department was limited with only six municipalities 
endorsing the proposal. Those supporting the esta- 
blishment of a County Planning Department insisted 
that it be strictly limited in size. Only in the 
case of Strathroy was the provision of an advisory 
planning service to area municipalities considered 
acceptable -- and only on a limited basis with 
there being no obligation on any municipality to 


utilize such a service. 


No consensus emerged for re-organizing the existing 
planning structure of the County into five joint 
planning areas and one independent planning area 

as proposed in the Interim Report. Support was 
evident however to retain the Southwest Middlesex 
Planning Area and the Northwest Middlesex Planning 
Area, and to estabiish the South Middlesex Planning 
Area consisting of the townships of Delaware, 
Westminster, and North Dorchester. A lack of 
support was indicated for the proposed West Middle- 
sex Planning Area (Adelaide, Metcalfe and Caradoc) 
and the North Middlesex Planning Area (townships 

of Biddulph, Lobo, London, and West Nissouri and 


the Village of Lucan). 


A few municipalities supported the notion of 
delegating the power to grant land severances to 


the proposed joint planning areas. 
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Notes: 


Source: 


Alternative I refers to City Official Plan - Common Policies - County Official Plan 
Alternative II refers to City - County Policy Plan 

Alternative III refers to County Official Plan 

Alternative IV refers to Restructuring 


County Planning refers to qualified support for County to become involved in planning 

Area-wide Planning refers to support for groupings of municipalities for planning purposes similar to 
those proposed in the Interim Report of the Planning Appraisal. 

County Planning Staff refers to support for the establishment of a county planning department or for 
County planning staff. 


* refers to indication of support 

7- refers to rejection or no response 

: Ailsa Craig's support for "Restructuring" was limited to the grouping of municipalities surrounding 
the City and only if the municipalities were in agreement of such a scheme. 


‘ no brief submitted. 


James F. MacLaren Limited 
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The Recommended Alternative 


The Interim Report of the London-Middlesex Planning 
Appraisal, released in the Fall of 1978, identified 
four alternatives for review and discussion. The al- 
ternatives were identified as the means available to 


enable more effective decision-making by the City, the 


County, and the municipalities of the County in deal- 
ing with the major planning and development issues 
affecting or likely to affect London-Middlesex between 
now and the turn of the century. The four alternatives 
identified were: 


i) Alternative I: County Official Plan - Common 
Policies, = (City Orricias Pian 
ii) Alternative II: City-County Policy Plan 
iii salternative Tips County Official Plan = City 
Ofticisispian- 
iv) Alternative IV: County (including City) Official 
Plan? 


In this section of the Final Report of the London- 
Middlesex Planning Appraisal, the recommended alter- 
native is selected along with the reasons for its 
selection and its intended scope. Methods of imple- 
menting the recommended alternative including its es- 
timated costs, timing, and manpower requirements are 


identified and a monitoring procedure is proposed. 
Selection 


Alternative I: City Official Plan - Common Policies - 
County Offical ean 


Of the four alternatives selected, Alternative I: 
City OLticiat Plan - Common Policies - County 
Official Plan is recommended as the preferred 


alternative. Under this alternative, a set oba 
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policies dealing with the planning and development 
related issues of mutual concern to both the City 
and the County would be prepared. An official plan 
for the County also would be prepared. The 'common 
policies' would be incorporated directly into the 
proposed Official Plan of the County of Middlesex 
and by amendment into the existing Official Plan 

Of the City of London. 


The basis for the selection of Alternative I is 
provided below: 


a) Alternative I is considered to have the best 
potential for meeting all of the objectives 
identified in the Interim Report of the Plan- 


Ming Appraisal, namely: 


to provide an effective basis for dealing with 
the planning and development issues affecting 
the City, the County, and its member munici- 
palities and, in particular, with the issues 
identified in the Preliminary Report of the 


London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal; 


to provide an effective and consistent approach’ 
to development across the County with respect 


to county-wide issues and concerns; 


to maintain and strengthen local planning 
responsibilities in London-Middlesex to the 


greatest extent feasible; 


to improve and redefine where desirable the 
existing planning structure in London-Middlesex; 


and 


to ensure that any changes or improvements 


to the planning structure in London-Middlesex 
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are effective in terms of the costs associated 
with them, and do not place an undue financial 
burden on the City, the County or its member 
municipalities. 


ii) Alternative I would not require any changes 
to the local government structure of the County 
as would be the case in Alternative IV or 
special legislation ‘as would be the case in 
Alternative II. 


iii) Alternative I recieved the most support compared 
to all other alternatives from the municipalities 
and special purpose bodies responding to the 


Interim Report (Section 4). 


iv) Alternative I is consistent with the current 
policy of the Province to allow counties and 
municipalities to become engaged in joint 
planning efforts with cities and separated 
towns without the need for approval of the 


Minister of Housing. ? 


v) Alternative I is consistent with the current 
policy of the Province to encourage counties 
to assume responsibility for county scale 


planning. * 


vi) Alternative I potentially enables the County 
to satisfy the eligibility requirements of 
‘appropriate official plan policies' approved 
by the Minister as a condition of receiving 


delegated planning powers from the Province. 


The implementation of Alternative I can however be expected 
to be opposed by a number of municipalities of the County, 
particularly those located furthest from the City. tntre- 


a@ucing a new level of planning in the County will undoubtedly 
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re-enforce fears of 'more red tape'; of the establishment 


of a 'planning bureaucracy' or "planning empire' at the 


County; of an undue financial burden on the County and its 


member municipalities; and of an erosion of local planning 


powers and responsibilities. Alternative I will therefore 


require a strong commitment of the County and its member 


municipalities to become engaged in county planning, and 
to work together with the City in resolving planning and 


development related issues of mutual concern. 


ae OY: 


Alternative II: City> County Policy Plan 


The major thrust of Alternative II is its focus on 

the planning and development issues affecting both 

the City and the County. Under this alternative, 

a separate free-standing document would be prepared 
containing policies dealing with only those issues 


of mutual concern to both the City and the County. 


Selection of this alternative would imply that the 
involvement of the County in planning is justified 
or warranted only on the basis that there exists 

a large growing urban centre which has significant 
impacts on the County and its member municipalities. 
Its selection would assume that the County has no 
other potentially useful role in planning. Never- 
theless, a very useful role does exist for the 
County in planning -- a role which would lead to 

a more consistent and orderly approach to land 

use change and rural resource management in the 
County. It is a role which a number of counties 


throughout Ontario have come to recognize. 


A second and significant shortcoming of Alternative 
II is the necessity for special legislation from the 
Province if the proposed Policy Plan is to have 
legal status and effect rather than just a policy 


guideline. It is doubtful whether the Province 
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would be overly receptive to adopting special 
legislation and furthermore whether it would 
recognize the Policy Plan in making land use, 


transportation, and servicing decisions affecting 
the area. 


Alternative III: County Official Plan - City 
Official Pian 


Alternative III involves the preparation of an 
official plan for the County. The Official Plan 
of the City would remain in force and would not 
necessarily be affected by the preparation of the 
County Official Plan. Unlike Alternative I or 
Alternative II, there would not be any concerted 
attempt by the City and the County to establish 
policies on issues of mutual concern to both 
parties. Rather, the City would have input into 
the preparation of the County Official Plan through 
the normal planning process including a request 
for referral of all of part of the County Urricial 


Plan to the Ontario Municipal Board. 


The major disadvantage of Alternative III is its 
inability to strengthen the evolving co-operative 
approach of the City and the County (including its 
member municipalities) to deal with and resolve 
issues of mutual concern. Under Alternative III, 
both the City and the County would have their own 
planning policy documents with no common or linking 
element between them as is proposed in Alternative 
I. On the other hand, Alternative III would at 
least provide an overall framework for development 
of the County and potentially a more consistent 
and orderly approach to land use change and rural 
resource management across the County without 
necessarily weakening the planning roles and re- 


sponsibilities of its area municipalities. 
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Alternative IV: County (including City) OfELciTaL 
Plan>-~ 


This Alternative is premised on a re-organization 
of local government in London-Middlesex either 
through the introduction of regional government 
Or a restructuring of the County as in the case of 
the County of Oxford.*® It is not premised on the 
establishmnet of a joint planning area comprised 
of the City and the County with one official plan 


governing the entire area. ® 


Under Alternative IV, there would be one official 
plan covering all of the County of Middlesex in- 
Cluding the City of London which would become an 
integrated part of the County system. All other 
official plans in the County, including the City's, 
would take the form of subsidiary plans and would 
be required to conform to the County Official 
Plan. Alternatively, all existing official plans 
in the London-Middlesex would lapse upon the ad- 
option of the County Official Plan which would be 
comprehensive in scope and would address and deal 
with all the planning issues in the area from the 
general to the specific. This latter approach has-° 
been adopted in the restructured County of Oxford 
which recently received approval for its Official 
Pian. 


If implemented, Alternative IV would have the an- 
ticipated effect of the County assuming respon- 
sibilities in the field of hard and soft services 
not only in the County but also in the City. In 
addition, the City would have direct representation 
on County Council. While this alternative offers, 
at least theoretically, the best approach to co- 
ordinated planning in London-Middlesex, it raises 


a number of complex issues beyond the scope of the 
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Planning Appraisal. Furthermore, little support 
for local government reorganization in London- 
Middlesex is apparent. For these reasons Alter- 
native IV is rejected as being premature at this 
time. 


Scope 


Under the recommended alternative, a set of 'common 
policies' (i.e. common and applicable to both the City 
and the County, and the municipalities directly affected) 
would be formulated to deal with planning and develop- 
ment related issues of mutual concern to both the City 
and the County. The policies would consist of a series 
of statements designed to provide guidance on the major 
issues affecting the City, the County, and its member 
municipalities. The policies would be generally less 
determinate and less specific than the policies of the 
Crey'sn0ffictral “Plansand the, crfticial ‘plans tofethe 
existing planning areas of the County. Rather, the 
policies would provide a framework or context for the 
detailed land use, transportation, and servicing plans 
of the City and of the municipalities of the County. 
The scope of the matters to be addressed in the formu- 


lation of these ‘common policies' is as follows: 


i) urban development on the periphery of the City; —_— 


ii) annexation to accommodate the future land needs 


and transportation needs of the City; 


iii) extension of water supply and sewage disposal 


services beyond the boundary of the City; 


iv) development pressures associated with Hwy. 401, 
Hwy. 402, and Hwy. 100 and any other proposed 
major highway corridors affecting both the City 


and the County; 
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v) assimilative capacity of the Thames River; 


vi) suburban roads; 


vii) route selection of transmission and highway cor- 


ridors serving the City and affecting the County 
including a proposed 500 kv line and possible 


sewage pipeline to Lake Erie; 


ss ie) public recreation areas, facilities, and programs 


serving residents of both the City and the County; 


ix) balancing the need for and accessibility to the 
mineral aggregate resources of the County and the 
City against the desire to preserve and protect 
rural land uses (particularly prime agricultural 


land) and urban land uses; 


x) railway relocation as it may affect lands outside 
the City; + and 


xi) disposal of solid wastes and storm water run-off 


generated by the City. 


In addition to the 'common policies', a major element 
of Alternative I is the preparation of an official 
plan for the County of Middlesex. The plan would be 

a general plan dealing with issues of county-wide sig- 
nificance. It would not necessarily contain specific 
land use designations apart from making a distinction 
between 'what is rural' and 'what is urban’. It would 


TD . ’ . 
consist of a broad set of policies designed to: 


i) clearly state the position of the County Council 
with respect to the existing and future develop- 


ment of Middlesex County; 
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ii) provide for a more consistent approach to land. 
use change and rural resource management in the 


County; 


iii) provide guidance to the County, its member munici- 
palities and all other interested parties on plan- 
ning and development issues of county-wide signif- 


icance; and 


iv) provide the necessary basis for assuming delegated 
planning authority from the Province should the 


County wish to assume such authority. 


Specific land use designations, transportation routes, 
and servicing schemes would be left in most instances 

to local or area-wide official plans prepared or up- 
dated within the policy context and framework of the 
County Official Plan. Preparation of these lower-tier 
official plans would remain the responsibility of the 
municipalities of the County acting either independently 


or with their neighbours as joint planning areas. 


The proposed scope of the County Official Plan would 
be: 


i) rural resources (agriculture, mineral aggregate 
reserves, woodlands, conservation lands, lands 


for recreation and non-farm development) ; 


ii) population growth and distribution (including the 
projected growth of the County and the role of 


urban centres in the County in terms of their 


function, size, shape, and servicing requirements) ; 


aes) major trunk servicing schemes; — 


iv) major transmission corridors; 
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v) county road network; and 


vi) policy guidance for local and area-wide official 
plans to achieve a greater degree of consistency 
across the County. 


Implementation of the 'Common Policies' 


As previously proposed in the Interim Report of the 
Planning Appraisal, the best approach to developing 
the ‘common policies' of Alternative I is considered 

to be through the creation of a Task Force. The Task 
Force would consist of two committees -- a Steering 
Committee of elected officials and a Technical Advisory 


Committee of appointed officials. The Task Force would 


remain in existence until the preparation of the ‘common 
policies' was complete and recommended by the Steering 
Committee to the City and the County for adoption, after 
which the Task Force would be dissolved. The proposed 
composition of the Task Force Steering Committee is 
provided in Table 2. The representation of the Township 
of London and the Township of Westminster on the Steering 
Committee is intended to reflect the potential impact 
which the 'common policies' will have on these munici- 
palities compared with other municipalities in the 


County. 


Supporting the Steering Committee and reporting directly 


to it would be an eleven member _Technical Advisory Com- 


mittee consisting of appointed “officials of the City, 
the County, including the two of its member municipal- 
ities most directly affected (namely, the Township of 
London and the Township of Westminster) and the Province 
(Table 3). The role of the Technical Advisory Committee 
would be to collect the necessary background information 
and to prepare a draft set of the 'common policies' for 


the consideration of the Steering Committee. 
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Table 2: London-Middlesex Task Force: 


Proposed Steering Committee 


County of Middlesex . Warden 


- Chairman of the Agricultural 
and Planning Committee 
plus four other members from 
County Council (including one 
each from the Township of 
London and the Township of 
Westminster if not already 


represented on the Committee) 


City of London . Mayor 


Chairman of the Planning Committee 
plus four other members of the 
City Council representing the 

four geographic sectors of 

the City (i.e. NW, SW, NE, 

and SE). 


Source: James F. MacLaren Limited 


Table 3: London-Middlesex Task Force: 


Proposed Technical Advisory Committee 


County of Middlesex - Director of Planning 


- County Engineer 


- Clerk-Administrator 


- Clerk-Administrator of the 


Township of London 


. Clerk-Administrator of the 


Township of Westminster 


City Of London - five members including at least 


one representative from 
Department of Community 
(Planning Division) and 
representative from the 


Engineer's Department 


Province of Ontario - one representative from 


Ministry of Housing 


Source: James F. MacLaren Limited 
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Depending on the issues being dealt with during the 
preparation of the 'common policies', the Technical 
Advisory Committee may find it desirable and in fact 


vital tor request “other staff members of the City, the 


County; tHe municipalities. of the County and the Prov- 
ince to participate in the Committee's deliberations. 

i ag ba = therefore proposed “that the Technical Advisory 
Committee be given the authority to establish working 
groups (e.g. representatives of various provincial 
ministries) and to be able to meet with municipalities, 
special purpose bodies, and other persons or parties 
which have an interest or may be directly affected by 
the ‘common policies' 


In view of the responsibility for preparation of the 
"common policies' being vested with a Task Force com- 
prised primarily of elected and appointed officials of 
the City, the County, and the Province, the costs in- 
curred in preparing the policies are not expected to 
present a major financial burden on these parties. 
This of course assumes that the expenses and salaries 
of the members serving on the Task Force would be borne — 
by their respective government employers. 

To assist the Task Force in carrying out its respon- 
sibilities, it is proposed that a project co-ordinator 
be hired on a contract basis for the duration of the 
existence of the Task Force. The position of the pro- 
ject co-ordinator need not be full time -- although 
there may be periods during the preparation of the 
‘common policies' where the project co-ordinator was 


engaged full time. 


The responsibility of the project co-ordinator would 
be to facilitate the preparation of the ‘common policies' 
This would include arranging the meetings of the com- 


mittees of the Task Force, recording and distributing 
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the minutes of committee meetings, controlling the 
budget of the Committee and authorizing payments for 
any expenditures incurred, applying for provincial 
grants, co-ordinating the preparation and production 
of study documents and graphics, and other matters of 
an administrative nature referred to the co-ordinator 


by the Task Force. 


To cover the salary of the project co-ordinator as well 
as any incidental expenses (e.g. typing, drafting, 
printing, postage) which cannot be met by the existing 
resources of the parties involved, the Task Force will 
require an operating budget in the order of $15,000 to 
$25,000. . In addition, it is suggested that a contingency 
allowance of at least $15,000 be provided to enable 

the Task Force to avail itself of outside advice and 
assistance during the preparation of the 'common policies’. 
The actual budget of the Task Force would be identified 
during the initial meetings of the Task Force committees 
and would require the approval of the County and the 
City. It is assumed that the costs estimated above 

and incurred by the Task Force in the preparation of the 
"common policies' would be shared equally amongst the 
City, the County, and the Province in accordance with 
the previously agreed upon commitment given by the 


Minister of Housing in 1977.’ 


The time required to prepare and adopt sae fa 
policies' is estimated to be in the order +6 two years 
-- give or take a few months (Figure 2). The actual 
time taken will depend to a large extent on the avail- 
ability of information and the ease or difficulty in 
arriving at a common policy position on a particular 
issue. The greatest workload of the Task Force is 
expected to occur during the actual preparation of the 


draft 'common policies’. 
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Preparation of the 'common policies' could be initiated 
as early as mid-1980 however is more likely to be in- 
itiated towards the fall of 1980. The actual start-up 
date of the study will depend on a number of factors 
including the time required to assess, to make a deci- 
sion on, and implement the recommendations of the 
Planning Appraisal. 


It is anticipated that the preparation of the 'common 
policies' will be completed prior to the completion of 
the proposed County Official Plan. Should this be the 
case, the County could adopt the 'common policies’ as 
the first part of its Official Plan thereby giving 
legal status to the policies. The remaining components 
of the County Official Plan would then be added to the 
document as they became available. In this way the 
‘common policies' would not be left with the status 

of ‘guidelines only' pending the completion of the 
proposed County Official Plan. 


The stages and tasks associated with the preparation 
of the ‘common policies' from initiation to completion 


are outlined below and illustrated in Figure 2. 


Stage I Initiation 


In this first stage of the project, the Steering Com- 


Mittee would meet to: 


) appoint a chairman and vice-chairman; 

) establish the operating procedures of the committee; 
iii) appoint the Technical Advisory Committee; 

) review the scope of the project; 

) review the estimated cost and scheduling of the 
project and the sharing of the estimated costs; 
vi) establish an operating budget; 


Wii )cinitaatesthe search for a project co-ordinator. 
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Following the directions of the Steering Committee, the 
Technical Advisory Committee would meet to: 


i) appoint a chairman and vice-chairman; 
ii) refine the scope of the project; 
iii) detail the costs and time requirements of the 
project; 


iv) establish the operating procedures of the committee. 


The Technical Advisory Committee would report its find- 
ings and recommendations to the Steering Committee for 

a decision and a recommendation to the City and the 
County. Alternatively, the Steering Committee may refer 
certain matters back to the Technical Advisory Committee 
for clarification or modification. In the event the 
City and/or the County are unable to agree to proceeding 
with the project at this time, the Steering Committee 
May be asked to examine the obstacle to such agreement. 
If these obstacles could not be overcome, the project 


could be suspended indefinitely or even terminated. 


Stage II Background, Review and Preparation of Draft 
Policies 


The second stage of the project would be a review and 
analysis of existing information, the identification 
of any additional information requirements, and the 
preparation of a draft set of the 'common policies’. 

As a substantial amount of reliable information and 
data already exists, the need to gather new information 
should be minimized. In addition, because the ‘common 
policies' are intended to be broad in scope, the need 


for detailed data will not be generally required. 


During this stage of the project, the Technical Advisory 
Committee would meet frequently to examine the infor- 
mation available and to draft the 'common policies’. 


Meetings of the Steering Committee would be called as 
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Figure 2. 
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necessary throughout this stage. The Steering Committee 
would review the draft policies referring them back to 
the Technical Advisory Committee where necessary for 
refinement or modification. 


Stage III Review and Discussion 


Once satisfied as to the draft policies, the Steering 
Committee would initiate Stage III of the project by 
submitting the draft policies for review to the City, 
the County, the municipalities and planning boards of 
the County, and all other interested parties including 
the public. Following the review period, the Technical 
Advisory Committee would study all submissions and 
recommend any desired changes to the draft 'common 
policies' to the Steering Committee. The final modifi- 
cations to the draft ‘common policies', as authorized 
by the Steering Committee, would be made after which 
the policies would be recommended by the Committee for 


adoption by the County and the City. 


Stage IV Adoption 


Assuming the policies are acceptable to the City and 
the County, the policies would be adopted into the. 
City Official Plan and into the proposed County Official 
Plan. The plans of the member municipalities of the 
County would be amended, as necessary, to bring them 


into conformity with the County Official Plan. 


Implementation of The County Official Plan 


The preparation of the County Official Plan, one of the 
major elements of the recommended alternative, is pro- 
posed to be a primary responsibility of a planning 
department set up by the County. The department need 


not be a large one for it to assume its initial planning 
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responsibilities and functions. Once established, any 
further changes to the size, budget, and responsibilities 
of the department would require the approval of the 


County Council in accordance with normal operating pro- 
cedures. 


It is proposed that the department be comprised of a 
director of planning, an intermediate planner, and a 
secretary. A draftsperson is not considered necessary 
in the first two to three years of the department's 
existence in view of. the nature of work the department 
would be engaged in. Drafting requirements would be 

of a limited nature being more economical to contract 
Out rather than to hire and equip a full time drafts- 
person. As the secretary of the department is not 
expected to be utilized full time, it may be feasible 
to combine the existing position of secretary-treasurer 
of the County Land Division Committee with the position 
of the secretary of the planning department. This 
however would require an evaluation of the adminis- 
trative workload of the Land Division Committee and 

its operating practices -- a task which is beyond the 


scope of the Planning Appraisal. 


The initial functions and responsibilities proposed for 
the County Planning Department for the first two to 


three years of its existence would be: 
1) to prepare the County Official Plan, 


ii) to assist directly in the preparation of the 
‘common policies' through its membership on 
the Technical Advisory Committee of the Task 


BORCe, 


iii) to provide technical advice and assistance 
to the Middlesex Land Division Committee with 


respect to land severances. 
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The estimated yearly operating costs of the County 
Planning Department to carry out its initial functions 


and responsibilities are provided in Table 4. 


The preparation of the County Official Plan is expected 
to take two to three years. The Plan would be prepared 
under the direction of the County Planning Director 
reporting to County Council through its Agricultural 
and Planning Committee constituted as the County Plan- 
ning Board. All municipalities and planning areas of 
the County would be given ample opportunity to provide 
input into the County Official Plan prior to adoption 
of the Plan by County Council. The costs for prepar- 
ation of the plan are estimated to be in the order of 
$75,000 — $150,000. 


A more refined estimate of the required time and costs 
however can only be established on the basis of a de- 
tailed term of reference. The terms of reference would 
be prepared by the County Planning Director and would 
require the approval of the Agricultural and Planning 
Committee and the County Council. It is anticipated 
that a significant portion of the costs to prepare the 
County Official Plan would be eligible for funding by 
the Ministry of Housing under its Community Planning 


Study Grants Program. 


On completion of the County Official Plan and ‘common 
policies', a review and evaluation of the role of the 
planning department would be appropriate. As part et 
the review, County Council should give careful consid- 
eration to additional functions and responsibilities 

of the planning department including their staffing 

and financial implications. Once the 'common policies' 
and County Official Plan are complete, the responsibil- 
ities of the department would shift to reviewing and 
responding to development activity in the County and 


the City in the context of the Official Plan and 
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‘common policies', to prepare any required amendments 
to the County Official Plan and ‘common policies' and 
to provide technical advice and assistance to the Land 
Division Committee. Additional functions and respon- 
sibilities for the planning department which the County 


should give consideration to during its review are: 


1) assumption of delegated planning powers from 
the Province as proposed in the White Paper 
On the Planning Act including approval of plans 
of subdivision and condominium plans, and approval 
Of lower-tier official plans and official plan 


amendments (Section 3); 


ii) provision of a planning advisory service to the 
municipalities and planning boards of the County 
including preparation of special planning studies 
for these bodies and the entering into agreements 
with municipalities related to the approval 


of plans of subdivision and zoning by-laws; 


iii) advising the County Council and its member munici- 
palities on the site development, extraction, and 
site rehabilitation of mineral aggregate resources 
should this responsibility be delegated to the 


County by the Province; ° 


iv) preparing briefs and reports for County Council 
on matters relating to the future development of 
the County and on other matters referred to it by 


County Council; and 


Vv) providing an information resource centre for the 
County and its member municipalities with respect 


to planning and development in the County. 
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TABLE 4: 


Proposed County of Middlesex Planning Department: 


Estimated Annual Operating Costs 


Director of Planning 
Intermediate Planner 
Secretary 


TOTAL 


Employee benefits (at 20% of salaries) 


Miscellaneous operating expenses 


(e.g. telephone, supplies, equipment, 
printing) 


TOTAL 


1 Salaries based on prevailing rates. 


Source: James F. MacLaren Limited 


$25,000 
$20,000 
$10,000 
$55,000 
$11,000 


$ 5,000 


$71,000 


$35,000 
$25,000 
$12,000 
$72,000! 
$14,400 


$10,000 


$96,400 
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Monitoring 


Once the 'common policies' are adopted and incorporated 
into the City Official Plan and the proposed County 
Official Plan, it will be necessary to ensure that the 
policies continue to remain valid and effective under 
Changing circumstances. In addition, new issues may 
arise on which the City and the County may wish to 


establish a common policy. 


To govern these situations it is proposed that the 
County and City review the policies at least once 
every two years and further be prepared at any time 
to consider proposed amendments to the policies. Re- 
quests for amendments could conceivably come from a 
number of sources although it is anticipated that in 
most cases they will be initiated by the City through 
its Planning Committee, by the County through its 
Agricultural and Planning Committee (considered as 
the County Planning Board), or by the municipalities 


of the County. 


Changes to the 'common policies' would be processed 

as amendments to the official plans of the County and 
the City and in a manner similar to conventional offi- 
Cial plan amendments. The preparation and processing 
of an amendment to the ‘common policies' would require 
co-ordination between the County and the City in order 
to maintain the consistency of the policies. The means 
or mechanism to achieve this co-ordination should be 
addressed by the Task Force during the actual prepar- 


ation of the 'common policies’. 


Monitoring of the proposed County Official Plan -following 
its adoption would be undertaken as part of the formal 
five year review process or as established by County 


Council in adopting the Plan. The appropriate monitoring 
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Procedures should be a matter dealt with by the County's. 
Agricultural and Planning Committee (constituted as the 


County Planning Board), during the preparation of the 
QOfLPcialcerPian, 
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Notes: Section 5 THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 


Alternative III was previously entitled 'County Official Plan’. 


It is re-named here to more appropriately describe the nature 
of this Alternative. 


Similarly Alternative IV which was previously entitled "Restructuring' 
has also been re-named. 


Ontario Ministry of Housing, White Paper on the Planning Act 
(Government of Ontario, May 1979) p. 50. 


Ibo wols i joe sXe, 


Although restructuring may take different forms, restructuring in 
the context of this Alternative is intended to include incorporating 
the City into the County system. For a restructuring proposal of 
Middlesex County excluding the City see Middlesex Area Local 
Government Study, Towards a Strengthened Middlesex: Consultants 
Recommendations. (Brian Turnbuil and Associates Limited, May 1974). 


This possibility was considered and subsequently rejected by the 
County/City Liaison Committee at its meeting of 28 September 1978. 


Letter of Correspondence, Honourable John R. Rhodes, Minister of 
Housing to W. S. Ross, City Clerk, City of London re Middlesex 


County/City of London Liaison Committee Brief (March 17, 1977). 


Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, A Policy for Mineral Aggregate 
Resource Management in Ontario, (Toronto, Ontario: Ontario Mineral 
Aggregate Working Party, 1977) p. 92-99. 


6. 


Planning at the Lower-tier Level 


As previously stated, certain changes are considered 
desirable to the existing structure of planning in 
London-Middlesex including the creation of a role for 
the County in planning and the establishment of a 
mechanism whereby the problems associated with the 

urban fringe can be more effectively dealt with (Section 
2.5). The recommended alternative identifies a role for 
the County in planning as well as a mechanism for dealing 
with the problems of the urban fringe. In this final 
section, attention is turned to the existing planning 
structure at the lower-tier level and the changes or 
modifications considered desirable for planning purposes. 
It should however be borne in mind that the recommen- 
dations made with respect to planning at the lower-tier 
level are not an integral part of the recommended al- 
ternative as presented in Section 5 and consequently 

do not have a direct bearing on the implementation of 


that alternative. 


The existing planning structure in London-Middlesex 

has been previously described as a patchwork of joint 
planning areas, subsidiary planning areas, independent 
planning areas, and one undefined planning area.’ In 
most cases however a strong commitment exists to planning 
either at the municipal level or at the joint planning 
level. There are two noteworthy exceptions -- the Central 
Middlesex Planning Board and the Strathroy and Suburban 
Planning Board. For one reason or another, these joint 
boards hapa proven to be ineffective in carrying out 


their responsibilities under The Planning Act.* 


The Interim Report of the Planning Appraisal released 
in the Fall of 1978, recommended the re-organization 
of existing planning areas in the County into five 

area-wide groupings. The Town of Strathroy would re- 


main a separate planning area. Detailed planning for 
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land use, transportation, and services within the frame- 
work of the proposed County Official Plan would be 
carried out on the basis of the recommended planning 
areas. In the May of 1979 the White Paper on the 
Planning Act was released with the position being taken 
by the Government that joint planning boards be elimin- 
ated in their present form with their statuatory respon- 
sibilities being assumed by municipal councils. The 
Province would allow existing joint planning areas to 
re-constitute themselves if the municipalities comprising 
the planning area were willing to support such an arrange- 
ment. It would also allow municipalities to establish 
new joint planning arrangements with their neighbours 


if they so wished. 


Support for joint planning in Middlesex varies. It 
appears strongest in areas where existing joint boards 
are actively engaged in planning; namely Southwest 
Middlesex and Northwest Middlesex. Elsewhere, there 
does not appear to be any significant support for the 
concept of joint planning with the possible exception 
of the townships of Delaware, Westminster, and North 


Dorchester (Section 4). 


While there is merit in maintaining and strengthening 

the concept of joint planning in London-Middlesex, 
municipalities should not be forced into new joint 
planning areas or forced to stay within existing ones 

if there exists no municipal commitment to the concept. 
Assuming a commitment does exist or may evolve in the 
future, the following planning areas (Figure 3) appear 

to represent the most desirable groupings of municipal- 
ities (either under the existing or proposed new Planning 
Act) for the purposes of detailed planning for land 


use, transportation, and servicing in Middlesex County. 
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Figure 3. 
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i) Southwest Middlesex: comprising the municipalities 
of Glencoe, Newbury, Wardsville, Ekfrid, and Mosa. 
This planning area was established in 1974, has 
recently received provincial approval of its 


Official Plan, and is actively engaged in planning. 


ii) Northwest Middlesex: comprising the municipalities 
of Ailsa Craig, Parkhill, McGillivray, West Williams, 
and East Williams. This joint planning area differs 
from the presently constituted Northwest Middlesex 
Planning Area by the inclusion of Ailsa Craig and 
East Williams. At the present time the Official 
Plan of Ailsa Craig and the Official Plan of the 
existing Northwest Middlesex Planning Area are 
due for review. East Williams has no Official 
Plan. The enlargement of this planning area would 
pave the way for an up-dated Official Plan covering 
the entire area including the Village of Ailsa 


Craig and the Township of East Williams. 


iii) Northeast Middlesex: comprising the municipalities 
of Lucan and Biddulph. Both these municipalities 


currently function as independant planning areas. 


iv) North Middlesex: comprising the municipalities of 
Lobo, London (township), and West Nissouri. These 
townships are currently designated subsidiary plan- 
ning areas to the Central Middlesex Planning Area. 
In actual practice they function as independant 


planning areas. 


v) South Middlesex: comprising the municipalities of 
Delaware, North Dorchester, and Westminster. As 
is the case with North Middlesex, these three town- 
ships are currently designated as subsidiary planning 


areas to the Central Middlesex Planning Area. 
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Vc) 


vii) 


West Middlesex: comprising the municipalities of 


Adelaide, Caradoc, and Metcalfe. These municipalities 
along with Strathroy are currently designated as 


subsidiary planning areas of the defunct Strathroy 
and Suburban Planning Area. 


Strathroy: comprising the Town of Strathroy. 
Althrough Strathroy is a member municipality of 
the Strathroy and Suburban Planning Area, it 


functions as an independent planning area. 
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he: Middlesex Countyyearty oF 
London Liaison Committee 
Brief 


It was a pleasure for me to meee 
with reprosentatives of the Middlesex 
County/City of London Liaison Committee 
on February 8, 1977. i was particularly 
gratified to learn that the two political 
bodies heave now reached agreement on a way 
oo: dealing: with intermunicipal development 


problems in the region. 


As I indicated at the meeting I 
fully support the initLation ct a 
planning appraisal by the County/City 
Liaison Committee. It is my hope that such 
an appraisal would examine in some depth 
the development pressures Generated by che 
major urban areas on the rural portions of the 
County and would also explore possible mcans 
of coping with such pressures including, among 
other possibilities, the preparation of a 
County/CLty policy plan. However, in my 
_ tne planning appraisal must be undertaken 
first and results properly evaluated before a 
(5s taken to commence work on a 
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As I stated at the meeting I am 
prepared to provide funding at 33-1/3 percent 
Gf ie Lobo lecost ofpthe “apprarsal. LE 
a decision is made to proceed with the policy 
plan then I would consider funding at the 
Sane evel. forstniat, orojeck. 


I have instructed my staff to 
assist the Committee in any manner that 
may be of benefit to the Committce but on 
the understanding that my staff are to serve 
as advisors only and that responsibility for 
the study and for any actions arising from 
the study rest with the County/City Liaison 
Committec. 


With regard to the implications of 
the designation of London as a regional 
qrowtn centre by the Province, I must 
advise that the Lesponsibmriuty porns uch 
a Gesignation rests with the Provincial 
Treasurer and therefore I recommend that 
any questions the City may have be directed 
to bir. tckheough, 


I enjoyed meeting with the committee 
members and wish you success in your 
endeavours. 


Yours sincerely, 
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John R. Rhodes, 
Man siteuae 
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Appendix Il 


CITY OF LONDON February 5, 1979 


COMMENTARY ON ALTERNATIVES 
CINTERIM REPORT - MIDDLESEX/LONDON PLANNING APPRAISAL STUDY) 
eS TU) 


The desirability of alternative ! as a preferred course of action for meeting 
the outstanding planning needs of the County/City area can be established by 
identifying the weaknesses inherent in the other three alternatives presented 


in the ''Interim Report'' of the study. 


Alternative I1, a County/City Policy Plan, although potentially useful to the 

City (and the County), would provide a less than adequate, half-measure approach 
to meeting certain real and now existing County planning needs, at the County 
level. Establishing the exact legal status of a policy plan would be difficult 
and would require special provincial legislation; and once such a plan were es- 
tablished, it would certainly, as with a County official plan, require some 

type and degree of ''planning staff resource'' for effective ''compliance monitoring’. 
A policy plan might tend to be seen as a mechanism to fulfill County planning needs 
and to do the work intended to be done by a County official plan without it really 


having the capacity or the status to do that kind of job. 


Alternative II1, a County official plan, is of course desirable and necessary, but 
its effectiveness and the effectiveness of the existing City official plan could 
be greatly enhanced by a set of policies common to both plans that dealt with 
major issues of mutual concern. A County official plan and a City official plan 
without any recognition of interdependency would leave the resolution of 


mutual concerns either on an ''ad hoc'' basis or to a third party, the Province. 


Alternative IV, Restructuring, is politically and sociologically undesirable in 
the sense that it is premature and is probably unacceptable to the majority of 
those whom it would affect: it is usually unattractive to municipal politicians 
and to the people they represent. Although it may have a certain ''theoretical 
attractiveness’, in practice, other less traumatic means have as much, and 
perhaps more, potential for meeting the immediate and long term planning needs 

of the County/City area. It is conceded that some limited restructuring of 

local governments within Middlesex County may be justifiable; however, this is 

a matter for those municipalities to decide for themselves perhaps in concert with 


the County government which provides an existing and natural forum for the exploration 
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MOTIONS OF WHICH NOTICE GIVEN: 


Le 


Alderman Mann moves, seconded by 


THAT WHEREAS the City of London, the County of Middlesex 
and the Ministry of Housing of Ontario are engaged in a 
planning appraisal study of Middlesex County including the 
City of London, which study is being carried out by a con- 
sultant assisted by representatives of the administrations 
of the three involved governments and which study is being 
directed by the County/City Liaison Committee; 


AND WHEREAS the "Interim Report" of this study, published in 
November 1978 identified the following four major planning 
alternatives as potential solutions available to improve planning 
processes in the County/City area: 


ALTERNATIVES: 

I County Official Plan - Common Policies - City Official Plan 
tT City/County Policy Plan 

DEE County Official Plan 

IV Restructuring; 


AND WHEREAS it is apparent that whichever of the four alternatives 
is chosen as the "preferred" alternative in the final study report, 
its immediate and long term effects will inevitably have more impact 
on the County government and its constituent local governments than 
on the City of London; 


AND WHEREAS notwithstanding the fact that the City of London is one 
of the active partners in the appraisal study, it would at the 

same time appear reasonable, logical and desirable for the City 

as a "local government entity’ within the County of Middlesex to 
provide input to the study in response to the findings identified 
in the ‘interim report"; 


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that The Corporation of the City of London 
advise the County/City Liaison Committee that it supports Alternative 
I (County Official Plan - Common Policies - City Official Plan) 

as the "preferred" alternative for providing appropriate and 
effective mechanisms and resources to address and to come to grips 
with the outstanding planning needs of the County/City area, 

support for this alternative having been arrived at based on the 
"Commentary on Alternatives" set out in Appendix 'A’ attached hereto. 
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PHONE 8( 4-24-4783 


Comporation ot the Town of Farkhiill 


P.O. BOX 9, PARKHILIL. ONT 
NOM-2KO 
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b « ken be Eudy, Clerk Administrator, 


County of Midalesex, COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE 
367 Ridout Street, MIDDLESEX 
London, Ontario. 
hoa ZPl. 
od ie Bicker Cr Taloruan vied 
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furthill Town Council has met jointly with the Northwest 
Middlesex Planning Board to review the report. 


re fol lowing Coun wl tegoler ve: “ew 3.” 4 recap ae 
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1. The Liaison Committee continue to function 


ithin: the range ef policies for a Policy 


Eo ~ 


Ze oOupport strengthening of Area Boards either 
by the local Board or County Council. 
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3. The County Committee eee » frunework 
EOF gibewce we cae fase Leelee ima ts 
Veins cid a wk Cen Udy Yor iices 


4, The County Committee submits the propos 
County Plan to County Council and 
Municipal Ceurncils prior to adoption. 
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AND THAT we are in no way committed to 
County Planning other than we would like 


to see our submitted Proposal investigated 
further.” 


1ouxs truly, 


CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF PARKHILL 


eo 


K.D.MUIR, 
Clerk-Treasurer, 


KDM/is 

cc: Planning Board 
West Williams 
McGillivray. : 


CORPORATION om ~=TOWN OF STRATHROY 


Office of the Mayor, 52 Frank Street . Telephone (519) 245-1070 


Bebruary O47) 1979. 


RECEiveD 


prrare 


Mr. Ron Eddy, Clerk-Administrator, 
County of Middlesex, 


ul tah 5 Lee gee ot | 
tej 


307 Rigout Street -Nor’en, ee 

LONDON, Ontario, 

NOA 2Pl. COUNTY CLE™’S OTTICE 
[i:DOLUSEX 


Dear Sir: 
Hash LONDON-MIDDLESEX PLANNING APPRAISAL 


After several reviews of the Appraisal, our Planning Board 
made several recommendations which were adopted by Strathroy 
Council at its meeting of February 5, 1979. 


I will briefly summarize our recommendations and have 
attached a copy of the various individual recommendations. 


Strathroy favours Aiternative No. 1 - A County Official Plan - 
Common Policies - City Official Plan. 


The Common Policies would be generally as set out in the 
proposal and the organization of the County into Local Planning 
Areas as proposed in figure I of this Appraisal is acceptable to 
Strathroy. 


Detailed land use should he left to the decision of the 
local authorities in each Local Planning Area. 


It is out opinion that this could be done by using 
Consultants. The establishing of a County Planning Department 
aS an ongoing entity within the county structure is not necessary 
or acceptable, to: Strathroy. at chis time. 


This could be reconsidered in the future if the Province 
Gelegates more of the decision making powers to the County or 
some other local authority. 
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Mr. Ron Eddy, Clerk-Administrator February 9, 1979 
- page 2 - 


The following excerpts are taken from the minutes of the 
Strathroy Planning Board Meeting conducted on January 16, 1979: 


"Resolution No. 7: 

Moved by Messrs. Gorman & Craenen: 

THAT: Council notify the County Planning Committee that the Town of 
Strathroy is in favour of alternative No. 1. Carried. 


Resolution No. 8: 
Moved by D/Reeve Craenen & Mayor Gorman: 
THAT: The meeting go into camera. Carried. 


The Press left the meeting. 
The Press was invited back into the meeting at 10:55 P.M. 


Discussion continued on the County Planning Document. 


Resolution No. 9: 

Moved by Messrs. J. Eakins & Pawson: 

THAT: Strathroy recommend that County Planning Services be provided by 
consultants to undertake the County-Official Plan, Preparation of 
common policies and the advisory function of the County Planning 
Department. Carried. 


The function of the County Planning Dept. should be to provide 
support for the County & those Municipalities requesting services, 
however Strathroy would insist on being self-sufficient within its 
own planning area. 


The question was asked: 
If there is a County Planning Service how do you feel costs should 
be allocated? 


Resolution No. 10: 

Moved by Messrs. Eakins & Westgate: 

THAT: There be provision for appeal & exemption from assessment of 
costs. Carried. 


Strathroy is’satisfied with being a separate planning area. 


Resolution No. ll: 

Moved by Messrs. Selby & Eakins: 

THAT: The County be informed that Strathroy wishes to continue their 
separate Planning function based on the experiences of the 
Strathroy & sub-urban area planning board. Carried." 
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Corporation of the Village of Ailsa Craig 


P.O. Box 29 
Ailsa Craig, Ontario 
NOM 1A0 Aer 2 
RECEIVED 
February 7th, 1979. FEB -C x. 


County of Middlesex, 
367 Ridout Street North, 


COUNTY:GLE Sar <cs 
MeDOL. of 


London, Ontario. 
N6A 2P1. 


Aguies 


Fw) 
hs 
RE: 


Hh ostie day » 
Clerk-Administrator, 


London-Middlesex Planning Appriasal Study 


Dear Mr, Eddy: 


Please be advised that the following comments were 
recorded at the regular meeting of the Council of the 
Village of Ailsa Craig on February Sth, 1979: 


1. 


oa 


36 


4, 


That all approved Official Plans be retained as 
they are. 


That planning be left at the local level rather 
than the County level. 


That the townships surrounding the City of London 
if it is their wish be allowed to join together for 
their own protection. 


That the municipalities who have paid for their Official 
Flans and Zoning By-laws should not be expected to con- 
tribute to the cost of a plan which would be of benefit 
to other municipalities that do not have such Flans, 


Yours: truss, 


fu Pe N\ Es ; gait 


‘Joyce D,. Coursey, 
Clerk-Treasurer, ; 
Village of Ailsa Craig. 
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VILLAGE OF LUCAN 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 


PHONE 227-4253 


P. O. Box 449 
a ed LUCAN, ONTARIO 
ater a NOM 2J0 
COMMS CtE?S OTFICE February 8, 1979. 

bh eS ee 

Mr. Bea. FP. Bddyv, 

Clerk-Administrator, 

County of Middlesex, 

367 Ridout Street North, 

London, Ontario 

N6A 2Pl1 

Dear Sir: 

Re: London-Middlesex Planning 


Appraisal Study 


The following is an extract from a resolution 
of council concerning the above referenced study: 


"That the County of Middlesex be advised 
that in regard to the Interim Report of 

the London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal 

by James F. MacLaren, the Council of the 
Village of Lucan recommends that the County 
of Middlesex be designated as a planning 
area and the present planning areas remain 
the same." 


Yours very truly, 
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VILLAGE OF NEWBURY 


COCO CS TSSSCSSCSTSCSSSCSSSSSES. COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX COCCS SCS SSS SCC TS SCSSSSCSSS 


Thomas Ritchie, Clerk, 
NEWBURY, ONTARIO, NOP 1Z0 


RECEIVED 


February @, 1979 


. ERAN 
Pee oi ne eae OT i a ga beh 
wOUnEY Of Pte Tegex COUNTY CIEPK'S OFICE 


. NiDOLLSEX 
Bouncer. Onvirros 


Re. vomments on the contents of the Interim Rerort 
of the ?lanning Appraisal study. 

This is to advise, that the Council of the 
Villa:e of Newbury endores the enclosed Resolution from 


Phe Southwest Middlesex’ Flannane Board and concurs: witar their 


Yours truly 
pe Oe OTST: 
Thomas Ritchie- Clerk- 


Newbury, Onterio. 
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os Corporation of the Village of Wardsville 


w 
eat P.O. Box 64 Telephone - 693-4962 
WARDSVILLE, ONTARIO, NOL 2NO 
6 February, 197y 

Mr oko Pie Eday, FEE - © a 

Clerk-Aaministrator, oe 

County of Midaalesex, te ee 

367 Ridout Street, North COON of = ~ = 

London, Ontario an ca -& 7 

NOA 2Pl 


Ne: Lonaon-Midaalesex Planning Appraisal Study 
Vesr oir: 


The following resolution was passed at the Hegular 
Council Meeting held on 5 February, 197y: 


"Moved by Harold and seconded by Ross that the County 
ot Middlesex be advised that the Wardsville Village 
Council supports the submission, with respect to the 
Londaon-Midalesex Planning Appraisal Study, supmitted 
by the South-West Miaalesex Planning Board ana that 
we would recommend that planning services woula be 
contracted rather than having a planning depsrtment 
set up at the County level. 


CARRIED" 


Yours truly, 


dip e— 


Harola V. Turton 


Clerk 
Village of Warasville 


cc: SS... Miaalesex Planning Board 
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FRANK GARE ©. ERK 
RR.3 KERWOODD, ONT 


NOM 2B0 


eter addy, Clerk—A 


wownship of Adelaide 
Middlesex County 


JM. BETT. AMC.T 
TREASURER/TAX COLLET TOR 
R.R. 7. STRATHROY. UN* 


February 6,1979. N7G 3H8 


Pigtetedof RECEIVED 


Counts of hiddles«x, 


4c 
367 Ridout Street North, reo ou ee 


LONDON, Ontario. 


Dear Sir: 


COUNTY CLERK’S OFFICE 


MIDOLESEX 


Rs: County Planning. 


™he following resolution was 


15,1979 at = resilar council mesting,. 


Planning sch-mes. 


Moved by - - s.sarley, benputy—Reeve. 

mconded by - L.Gerald »rown, Counc. 

That Adelaide “ownship does not wish to participate in 
“he reasons f°r refusal will be spelled out if necessary. 


igned - Robert Feasey, teeve. 


Yours truly, - 
Pe a rie * 
- y gees 


Frank Vare,Clerk. 


passed by Adelaide Township Council on January 
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PHOME 227-4269 


TOWNSHIP OF BIDDULPH 


AUSTIN HODGINS, Clerk. 


RR. | LUCAN 7-2-2 Ls ae 19.77 


Aeenly of MYuddlewx RECEIVED 
a fe etary, FEB - 7 1979 
ee ee COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE 
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TOWNSHIP OF CARADOC 


MORLEY GOUGH - A.M.C.T. | ‘ 
P.O. BOX 190, ARION LOKER 


CLERK - TREASURER 


MOUNT BRYDGES ONTARIO DEPUTY CLERK - TREASURER 


RECE:rvVeD NOL 1WO 


PHONE (519) 264-1001 


: es February 8th, 1979 
Cole erro Oc” 
ig 8 ea 


Mirah Shih ddy.m Gitetk 
County of Middlesex 

367 Ridout Street, North 
London N6A 2P1, Ontario 


Re: London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal 


DeavweSain 


The Township of Caradoc feel that the suggested 
County - Wide Plan would not be of sufficient benefit to justify its 
costs of formation and implementation. The subsequent annual cost to 
the individual municipalities would be an additional sum that in most 
cases would be a duplication of their existing planning costs. 


Caradoc would recommend that the Central 
Middlesex Area Planning Board and the London - Middlesex Liaison 
Committee could be amalgamated into a new committee. This committee 
could be named the London-Middlesex Liaision Committee. The more 
outlying municipalities would still be avaiable in a supportive roll 
through the present County Council. 


Therefore, the Township of Caradoc, feel that as 
an individual municipality within the County we cannot support the 
further study or costs regarding the implementation of a County wide 
plan at the present time. 


Yours truly, 


fr } va 
ECE fe. Les A 
Morley Gordgh, Fes Aa oes 
ml Clerk-Treasurer 
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TOWNSHIP OF DELAWARE 


MRS. JANET PATRICK 


at PB ed ad Box 7, pecawane,....Pebruery 9. 7 
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Re: London=-Middlesex 
Pliznnine Vpopratsal Study 
The following is the recommendation of Delzrvere 
Flanning Board and adopted by Council <t its resular meeting 
on Miebruanyc.,. Lave: 


[The Planning Board feels Altern:tive #1, County 
Officizl Flan with common policies with the city, is the 
pric rvseowoi ce, 


a County plenning department should not te 
consultent to the srec municipalities cnd every effort 
should be made to ensure thet a lerge planning department 
io "nMOL crested, 


The planning areas as described in the appraical 
have merit and we support this general concept. 


If the various planning areas are established it 
is recommended that each area have their own Committee of 
Adjustment. 


Sincerely, 


F ba 
Wage ie oe IPR 
JPeml 2 (__Jénet Patrick, 
Clerk-Treasurer 
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Toumship of East Williams 


CHAS. J. FOX, Clerk Office 232-4506 
Residence 232-4554 


RECEIVED 


: : Phones 3s 


R.R. 5, Parkhill, Ontario 
February 23rd. 1979 


County of Middlesex, 
Clerk-Administrator's Office Ci: ESS QeTAE 


: cs 
SO/mRLGGUL St., Ns; pre) hs Ge 2 
London, Ones 


Mr. Ron. Eddy, 
County Clerk. 


Re: London-Middlesex Planning 
Appraisal Study. 


This Council having studied the Iterim Report for 
the above noted study have indicated that this 
Township is strictly an agricultural area, is 
operating efficiently and economically and sees 
no reason to be part of a system or planning area 
which would present no advantages. 


The application of the Interim Severance Policies 
of Middlesex are proving satisfactory in the 
determination of land control for East Williams Township. 


A resolution of Council as follows; 


"It is*the*opinion of the Councal ofthe 
Township of East Williams that it does not 
see any benefit in participating ina 
London-Middlesex Planning Board." 


Clerk. 
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Box 41, Appin, Ontario 


TOWNSHIP OF — EKFnD 


TEL. Office 289-2016 


RECEIVED 


FEB 4 4 feva 


COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE 
MIDDLESEX 


February 9, 1979 


“7@ 


lire Re Eddy, 

County of iiddlesex, 

907 Ridout Street North, 
London, Ontario. 


Re London-liiddlesex Planning Appraisal. 


Dear Ron: 


At the last regular meeting of the Township Council 
the following motion was made: 


Moved by A. Snink, 
Seconded by L. V nder Hooft, 


That the Township of Ekfrid feels that planning should stay at 
the local level and Official Plans of the respective Planning 
Areas and Municipalities remain in the hands of the Municipalities 
but that a Planning adviser be hired by County of Middlesex to 
correlate these plans at the Clunty level and provide assistance 
to the Land Division Committee. 


Motion Carried. 
Trusting this meets with your approval. 
Yours very truly, 
a) ; 
hy Fe Ce Yer 
(( i 


Wm. James Boyce, 
Township Clerk. 
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Township of Lobo 


R.R. No. 2 


aymond Lewis, Clerk 
.yarion Brothers, A.M.C.T. Treasurer liderton, Ontario 
NOM 2A0 


Carolyn Currie, Tax Collector 
Telephone 666-0180 


February 13, 1979 R rE C E ‘ V E D 


County of Middlesex, 
County Buildings, 


367 Ridout Street, N. a ae 
LONDON, Ontario | FEB ey 
N6A 2P1 

COLivIY CLERK'S OFFICE 
ATTENTION: R. Eddy, Clerk MIDDLESEX 
Dear Sir: 


Lobo Township Coucnil and Planning Board finds the Planning 
Appraisal unacceptable. 


This report lacks detail on costs for municipalities within 
the County, and especially there is a lack of information as to whebher 
or not planning would stay with local municipalities or if it would 
ultimately end up under County control. 


Lobo Township Council feels quite strongly that land planning and 
control should remain with and under the authority of each municipality. 


We encourage the London and County Liaison Committee to 
continue with cO=operative discussions. 


In addittion, we recommend that the County be prepared to 


provide financial assistance to any mnnicipality which may be confronted 
with an unacceptable annexation attempt by the City of London. 


A 
is Cir nat te Saat, 
Raymond ae te 


Township of Lobo 


Yours truly, 
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TWN SA PGP OND ON 


ARVA, ONTARIO 
NOM 1C0 
TEL. 438-2191 


February 12th, 1979. a] S Cc Fr V . i) 


Mra. Fy Bddy, ees 
Clerk-Administrator, COUN ae rics 
County of Middlesex, a Dal. ah 

367 Ridout Street N., 

London, Ontario. N6A 2Pl 


Dear Sir: 


Re: London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal Study 


Further to your letter of January llth, 1979, I wish to advise that 
the Township of London Planning Board passed the following resolution 
with respect to the above-noted study:- 


"That the correspondence from the County of 
Middlesex with reference to the London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal 
Study be received and further that the Township of London Planning 
Board recommend that the City-County Policy Plan Alternative being 
Alternative II be recommended providing the existing authority of 
the Local Planning Boards and Township Councils are retained by the 
Local Municipalities with respect to the Planning Act as it presently 
exists." 


I trust this explains the Board's position. 


Yours very truly, 
ye 


- 
ee, eee ee ae 
iM ae oe Tre eat Ce 
4 a 


Albert F. Bamnister, A.M.C.T., 
Secretary-Treasurer, 
Township of London Planning Board. 
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W. J. AMOS. CLERK 


Ree ELV ED 


FEB 29 17 


COUNTY CIERK’S OFTICE 
MiDOLESEX 


PHONE 294-6871 


PARKHILL, ONT. 
BOX 189 


NOM 2KO0 


February 15, 1979, 


Mere Re EB, F. Eddy’, 
Clerk Administrator, 
County of Middlesex 

367 Ridout Street North, 
LONDON, Ontario. 

N6A 2P1 


Re: Interim Report - London Middlesex Planning Appraisal 


Dear Mr. Eddy: 


The Council of the Corporation of the Township 
of McGillivray met jointly with the Northwest Middlesex 
Planning Board to review the report and the following 
Council resolution was passed at the regular meeting of 
Council on MOnday, February 12th.: 


"THAT the following points be recommended to the 
Middlesex County Council for consideration: 


1) The Liaison Committee continue to function in its 
present form, and further to develop policies for a 
policy plan of the County of Middlesex. 


2) The County Committee develop a framework and policies 
for a limited County plan. 


3) The Council of the Township of McGillivray support the 
examination of area boards either by the County Council 
or by the local planning board, keeping in mind that 
some local boards could be enlarged or amalgamated. 


4) The County Committee submits the limited proposed 


County plan to County Council and municipal councils 
for discussion. 
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Mr. Re Ew F. Eddy -2- February 15, 1979 


5) And further, that the Council of the Township of 


McGillivray are in no way committed to County Planning 
other than that the Council would like to see the 


Council's proposals investigated and discussed." 


Yours very truly, 


\ 
Le oie 
W. Jé Amos, Clerk 
WJA:g 


Township of McGillivray 


orporation Of Tt. 


hownship oi MaetGatic 


COUNTY MIDDLESEX 


Office of the Clerk 
RECEIVED 
veins FEB- 9 15,72 


COUNTY CIFKK'S OFFi@E 
MIDOLLSEX 
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br, Gets Pin bddv 
Clerk-Administrator 
Countv cf MiAclesex 
Cordons con varic 
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Re: Londcn-Middlesex Flanninge 


Dear Sir: 


*cllewing are a few comments regarding the London Middlesex 
Planning Arrraisal study hv the Council of Metcal%e 
Township. it ts the crinicn of the ecun-i1 that if a 
riannine area with the City of London ecnld he arv-eed 

yeon Jt shenld cniv include thie teeneairs whe are cn 

the rerimeter c* the citv as these sre the tormshins 

whe “eel the rressure c* the city and knew hest ew 

+- Aeal with them, It is also the feeling thit a rlan- 
ning area for the county would curtail a considerable 
amount of money tc orerate with little or no henefit to 

the townshirs which make up the rest of the ceuntv. To sum 
ur, it is the cpinicn o* Meteal*°e towmshir that the rilan- 
nine of the ccunty should be left ur to the rlannine areas 
as they exist tedav or the individual tce-mshirs whe know 
heet how thev wish to rlan their own rarticula~ area. 


Yours truly 


Sragrendiu) bm) 


Ravecord Wilscn 
RW: dw Clerk-Treaqeymer 
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Municipality of the Township of Mosa 


D. A. MeCallum - Clerk 
RECEIVED oe 
NOL 1Mo 
FEB 4 4 1075 February 10, 1979. 


Betws. hOdy, 
County Clerk, 


London, Ontario. 


Dice MOMs 

The Council of the Township of Mosa approved a resolution supporting 
the position and submission by the Southwest Middlesex Planning Board re 
the London Middlesex Planning appraisal. 


Yours truly, 
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Cmuaship Of North Borrheste, | 


BOX 209, DORCHESTER, ONTARIO NOL 1G0 


Telephone: 268-7334 
CHRISTENE McPHERSON a wa 


ACK P. WI 
Deputy Clerk-Treasurer J anes: 


Building Inspector 


P 
—s)F" 


GARY WEARNE, A.M.C.T. JACK M. HUNT HUGH NICHOLSON 


Treasurer - Tax Collector R E G c | V - D Road Superintendent 
« 


FEB 13 1979 


CO: CLERK'S OFFICE 
ivwiDDLESEX 


February 12, 1979 


Mre Re Ee Fe Eddy 
Clerk-—Administrator 
County of Middlesex 
367 Ridout Street Ne 
LONDON, Ontario 


Dear Sir: Re: lLondon—Middlesex Planning Appraisal Study 


The North Dorchester Planning Board have given 
approval to Alternative I as set out in the Interim Report of 
the London—Middlesex Planning Appraisal - "County Official Plan - 
Common Policies — City Official Plan", with the following modifi- 
cations: 


(1) That a County Planning Department should only be charged 
with the administration of the County Plan and should not be 
available on a consulting basis to the member municipalities. 
This would mean that a County Planning Department would be 
responsible for County Plan amendments primarily and there- 
fore, not a necessity. 


(2) Each PlanningArea would have one Planning Board and 
one Official Plan for the whole area and one member from each 
area Board be appointed to an advisory committee reporting to 
the County. 


(3) Dissolution of the Middlesex Land Division Committee 
and replace with a Committee of Adjustment for each Planning 
Area within the County. 


(4) Certain items which would directly affect the County 
be added to the 'Common Policies' and that such common policies 
be reviewed regularly. 

Yours very truly, 
\ lictq vP- Es 


JACK Me HUNT, Clerk 
McP/ 


CeCe Central Middlesex Planning 
Board. 


err sradinas ade 02 > tead ealeioante em 
ow. one th grit ST 5 Sait medegt 


“lee tat s fom pret 
bees bngoe ¥ ono evad blvow secant doa So 
cnt ane oyilgod exrs ofody ad? tot mTy BatakT eae 

| cain oo of Soin 
: hy saab pro ane Ade prslgrr ee te | 
fe  temidot hs SO esteemed on dtbe 
; a eGmwod sit wersk 
. peo ahs oa enedh cetree Ch 
pai iog't tote. Satis ate  nomasy’ sty od 


+ UDtasty 27 towgres od 


& 
a 


= a >. -6 


. 


aC: Lae i a ae 


Be sali sien ons 45 eel $ itiw 


TOWNSHIP OF WEST NISSOURI 


J. CRAWFORD SUTHERLAND 
Clerk - Treasurer 


THORNDALE, ONTARIO 


February 21, 1979. 


RECEIVED 


Mr. Ro BE. F. Eddy, 

Clerk-Administrator, " 

County of Middlesex, FEB? 6 TE72 
County Building, 

367 Ridout Street North, een ’ 
London, Ontario. CO. penuh OFFICE 
N6A 2Pl 


Dear Sir: 


The following are the comments of the Council of the Township 
of West Nissouri on the Interim Report of the London-Middlesex Planning 
appraisal: 


The Council is in favour of Alternative No. 1 as it allows for 
more input from the local level. The Upper Level allows for all options 
open. 

“he document in Council's opinion would allow the County to 
express its views and the City to express theirs as well. 


Ye are in favour of a County Official Plan and a City Official 
Plan and thus establishes programs of mutual concern to both levels of 
Sovernnent. 


Alternative No. 2 is a basic document that the City and County 
, would agree to and is not known to the Province. 


Alternative No. 3 calls for a County Official Plan and a City 
Official Plan with each going their own way. 


Alternative No. 4 is for restructuring and we see this as 
leading to regional government which we are not in favour of. 


The Council's choice is for a Planning Director for the County. 
His help would come from consulting groups and therefore not requiring 
a permanent staff. 


JA 
Jf C.~Sutherland, 
Clerk and Treasurer. 
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ROBERT M MALPASS, AM.C.T 
ADMINISTRATOR. CLERK TREASURER 


RAY G. HANDS 
DEPUTY CLERK 


WILLIAM C. BOGUE, A.M.C.T 
TAX COLLECTOR. DEPUTY TREASURER 


CLIFFORD L. CARROTHERS 
ROAD SUPERINTENDENT 


KENNETH KELLEY 
765 EXETER ROAD, LONDON, ONTARIO ‘N6E!L3 si bs 


Telephone: (519) 681-1300 


RECEIVED 
FEBL SEA 


COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE 
MIDDLESEX 


February 13, 1979. 


Mr. Re. the femsiddy. 
Clerk-Administrator, 
County of Middlesex, 
367 Ridout Street North, 
London, Ontario. 

N6A 2P1 


Dear Mr. Eddy: 


Re: London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal 


Please be advised that the Council, Township of Westminster, at its 
meeting held on February 12th, 1979, adopted a recommendation of the Westminster 
Planning Board from its meeting of January 29th, 1979, that the Report of the 
London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal, as submitted by the Committee appointed for 
this purpose, be adopted and forwarded to the County of Middlesex as the Town- 
ship of Westminster's position in this matter. 


A copy of such Report is enclosed herewith. 
Yours truly, 


MID 


Robert M. Malpass 
Administrator Clerk-Treasurer 
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REPORT ON THE LONDON MIDDLESEX PLANNING APPRAISAL 


As per Planning Boards direction the Committee to consider 
the London Middlesex Planning Appraisal met and after due deliberation 
submit the following recommendations for the Boards consideration. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


That alternative 1: County Official Flan - Common Policies - 
City Official Plan is in the Committees opinion the alternative best suited 
to the needs of the Township of Westminster and the County of Middlesex. 
with the following modifications: 


(1) It is the opinion of the Committee that a County Planning 
Department should only be charged with the administration of the County 
Plan and should not be available on a consulting basis to the member 
municipalities. This would mean that the County Planning Department 
would be responsible for County Plan amendments primarily and therefore 
not a necessity in the committie's opinion. It is felt that the Department 
if used by Member Municipalities could become a bureaucratic empire and 
this should be avoided at all costs. 


(2) The Committee agrees with the Planning Areas suggested 
insofar as Delaware, Westminster and North Dorchester are concerned and 
while they question the inclusion of Lucan and Biddulph in North 
Middlesex rather than Northwest Middlesex they do not feel qualified 
to question this grouping. 


(3) Each Planning Area to have one Planning Board and one 
Official Plan for the whole area and one member from each area Board be 
appointed to an advisory committee reporting to the County. 


(4) Dissolve the Middlesex Land Division Committee and replace 
with a Committee of Adjustment for each olannina area within the County. 
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TOWNSHIP OF WEST WILLIAMS 


FER a. 
John A. Duncan, Clerk 
R.R. No. 2, Parkhill, Ontario ni? 
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February 9, 1979 


Mr. R. E, Eddy, Clerk-Administrator, 
County of Middlesex, 

367 Ridout Street, North, 

London, Ontario 


Dear Sir: 

After studying the London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal, 
the Council of the Township of West Williams wish to make 
the following comments. 

“We do not concur with any of the proposals in the 
interm report, however we could concur with the creating 
of planning areas as shown on the map in alternative # 1 
in the report, and recommend that a co-ordinating committee 
be established to develop more continuity within the 
planning areas in the County of Middlesex”. 


Yours truly, 


7a CL eae TENE See 


J. A. Duncan, Clerk 
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Central Middlesex Planning Board 


LONDON - ONTARIO ——_] 
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ley AOky slope 209 
Dorchester, Ontario 
NOL 1G0 


Tel. 268-3691 


Mre Re Ee Fe Eddy 
Clerk-Administrator 
County of Middlesex 
367 Ridout Street Ne 
LONDON, Ontario 


Dear Sirs Re: London—Middlesex Planning Appraisal 


A majority of the members present at a meeting of the Central 
Middlesex Planning Board called to consider the Interim 
Report of the Londor—Middlesex Planning Appraisal, have 
indicated their preference for Alternative I as set out in 
the study. They wish, however, to re-emphasize the 
importance of the power of decision remaining with the 
Township Planning Boards and/or Planning Area Boards, 

in all matters except those set out in the "Common Policies". 


Yours very truly, 


rues Paik 
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CHRIS McPHERSON, Secretary 
Te 
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PLANNING BOARD 


Dougald McCallum, Sec.-Treas. 
R.R. #2 

Glencoe, Ontario 

NOL 1MO 


Tel. 519-287-5085 


The Southwest Middlesex Planning Board having studied the Interim 
Report of the London-Middlesex Planning Appraisal, submits the following 
' 3Solution in response to the Report: 


WHEREAS, 


AND WHEREAS, 
(D WHEREAS, 


AND WHEREAS, 
ND WHEREAS, 


VD WHEREAS 


AND WHEREAS, 


{EREFORE, 


the potential problems associated with the future needs and 
possible expansion of the City of London would appear to be 
more closely related to those municipalities which are 
immediately adjacent to the City than to the other 
municipalities of the County; 

the apparent benefits of a common Official Plan for 
Middlesex County appear to be greater for those municipalities 
which are nearest to the City of London; 

the future annexation of parts of the County by the City 

of London and the resulting loss of revenue by the County 
appears to be an inevitable occurrence; 


. i would seem desirable for the local municipalities of the County 


to retain as many planning responsibilities as possible; 
the conformity which would result from an Official Plan 
for Middlesex County seems to be an unnecessary objective; 
the member municipalities of the Southwest Middlesex Planning 
Board are on the verge of completing their Official Plan 
and Land Use By-laws at a substantial cost; 

the costs associated with drafting an Official Plan for 
Middlesex County, with revising the existing plans, and 
Land Use By-laws, and with the annual administration of 
planning by the County would impose an undue financial 
burden upon the local municipalities and are not justified 
in respect to the benefits; 

be it resolved that the Southwest Middlesex Planning Board 


recommends as follows: 
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That the responsibility for planning should remain with the 
local municipalities of Middlesex County; 


That all four alternatives contained within the London- 
Middlesex Planning Appraisal be rejected; 


That the County be divided into five planning areas as 

follows: 

a)Northern Middle’ »x(McGillivray, West Williams, East Williams, 

Biddulph, Parkhill, Ailsa Craig, Lucan) 

b)West Middlesex (Adelaide, Metcalfe, Caradoc) 

C)ravraunroy 

ad) Southwest Middlesex (Mosa, Ekfrid, Wardsville, Newbury 
Glencoe) . 

e) London Suburban(West Nissouri, London Township, Lobo, 
Delaware, Westminister, North Dorchester) 

That each planning area identified above develop its own 

Ofticial Plan, 

That the planning area identified above as "London Suburban" 

and the City of London develop a set of ‘common policies’ 

to deal with planning and development matters of mutual 

concern to both the City and the County. 
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January 24th, L979 File No. 
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secretary Tok JN FO ° 


County/City Liaison Committee 
Corporation of the City of London 
Pas) DORIS 

LONDON, Ontario N6A 4L9 


Mi RODt ew.) LOlmilS 


Dear Sir: Re: Response to Interim Report of the 


County/City Planning Appraisal Study. 


Further to your letter of January 9th, 1979, enclosed please 

find a copy of the U.T.R.C.A. response to the Interim Report of the 
County/City Planning Appraisal Study recommended by Authority 
Stacrs 


I have taken the liberty of forwarding the staff response since 
your deadline occurs prior to the next meeting of our Land Use 
Advisory Board which will consider the matter and recommend the 
formal Authority position to the Executive Committee in early 
March. 


Yours very truly, 
UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
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January 22, 1979 . File # L.6. 


TO: Chairman and Members 
Land Use Advisory Board 


FROM: J. R. Powell, General Manager 
: Response to Interim Report 


of the County/City Planning 
Appraisal Study 


The U.T.R.C.A. has been requested to respond to the above report 
which sets out four (4) alternative means whereby the City of 
London and Middlesex County could achieve more effective planning 
and decision making with respect to mutual problems and issues. 

“The four alternatives are described below along with the recommended 
response of the U.T.R.C.A. 


ALTERNATIVE 12 ‘COUNTY OFFICIAL PLAN = 
COMMON POLICIES - CITY OFFICIAL PLAN' 


Under alternative 1, the County of Middlesex would be defined as a 
planning area. An official plan for the Ccunty would be prepared as 
well as a set of ‘common policies' to deal with planning and develop- 
ment related matters of mutual concern to both the City and the County. 
The ‘common policies' would be incorporated directly into the Official 
Plan of the County and, by amendment, into the Official Plan of the 
City. These 'common policies' would initially deal with: 


i) urban fringe development surrounding the City 


ii) extension of water supply and sewage disposal services 
beyond the boundary of the City. 


iii) annexation to accommodate the future land requirements and 
transportation needs of the City. 


iv) transmission and highway corridors serving the City 
(including a proposed 500 kV line, the proposed Lake 
Erie pipeline, and Highway 402) 


v) railway relocation as it affects lands outside the City 
vi) suburban roads system 


vii) recreation facilities and programs available or catering 
to residents of both the City and the County 


viii) balancing the City's need and accessibility to the mineral 
aggregate resources of the County against the desire to 
preserve agricultural land 


ix) disposal of solid waste 
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Alternative 1 also entails the preparation of a county official plan. 
The Plan would be a general plan dealing with issues of county-wide 
significance. It would consist of a set of broad policies designed 
to provide guidance to the County and its member municipalities on 
various aspect of development in the County. 


It would include policies on: 


i} rural resources (agriculture, mineral aggregate reserves, 
woodlands, conservation lands, lands for recreation and 
non-farm development) 


ii) population growth (including the projected growth of the 
County and the role of urban centres in the County in 
terms of their function, size shape and servicing require- 
ments) 


iii) servicing (area wide water supply and sewerage systems) 
iv) major transmission corridors 
v) major road network 


vi) content requirements and guidelines for local and area- 
wide official plans. 


The County Official Plan would not contain specific land use designa- 
tions apart from making a distinction between ‘what is rural' and 

‘what is urban'. Specific land use designations and transportation 
routes would be provided for in the local or area-wide official plans 
prepared within the policy context and framework of the County Official 
Plan. The County Official Plan would be adopted by County Council and 
implemented by the detailed local or area-wide land use plans and other 
means available to the County Council. 


ALTERNATIVE 11: *CITY—-COUNTY POLICY PLAN’ 


In this Alternative, the 'common policies' referred to in Alternative 

1 would take the form of a single free-standing document -- the City- 
County Policy Plan. This differs from Alternative 1 where the ‘common 
policies” are-incorporated™directly into the official plans of the 
County and the City, thereby becoming legally binding on both parties. 
Under Alternative 11, however, there would be no County Official Plan 
which the County could incorporate the 'common policies' into. Although 


the City could still adopt the ‘common policies' into its official plan 


(and in so doing bind itself), it would have little incentive of doing 
so if the County could not, in fact, do likewise. Without a county 
official plan, the 'common policies' would stand alone. For them to 


be effective, special legislation from the Province would most certain- 
ly be required. 


ALTERNATIVE 111: "COUNTY OFFICIAL PLAN' 


Alternative 111 (like Alternative 1) involves the preparation of an 
official plan for Middlesex County. The Official Plan of the City Gr 
London would remain in effect and would be neither replaced nor made 
to conform to the County Official Plan. Unlike the previous two 
alternatives, there would be no ‘common policies' or policy plan!’ 
prepared by the City and the County and designed to deal with planning 
and development issues of mutual concern to the City and the County. 
Under this Alternative, it would be desirable from the standpoint of 
both parties for the City to provide input into the County Official 
Plan during the preparation stage. This could be achieved at the staff 
level and through the London-Middlesex Liaison Committee. In this 
way, the potential need for provincial involvement to settle disputes 
after the plan is submitted for approval would be reduced. 


ALTERNATIVE 1V: "RESTRUCTURING ' 


The fourth and final alternative identified entails a restructuring 
of Middlesex County. The City would become part of the county system 
with direct representation on the County Council. The County would 
assume new responsibilities in addition to planning, and the number 
of municipalities in the County would be substantially reduced. A 
restructuring study of Middlesex County in 1974 (which did not however 
include the City of London within its terms of reference) recommended 
a reduction in the number of municipalities in the County from twenty- 
two to nine (Figure 2). These new municipalities, representing in 
most instances amalgamations of existing municipalities, were: 


a)O°MunlLerpality Nowwd Ailsa Craig, Parkhill, McGillivray, 
East Williams, West Williams 
ii) Municipality No. 2 Adelaide, Caradoc, and Metcalfe 
iii) Municipality No. 3 Strathroy 
iv) Municipality No. 4 Glencoe, Yewbury, Wardsville, Ekirid 
and Mosa 
v) Municipality No. 5 Delaware and Westminster 
vi) Municipality No. 6 Lobo and London (Township) 


vii) Municipality No. 7 Lucan and Biddulph 
iia) munacipality No. & West Nissouri 


ix) Municipality No. 9 North Dorchester 
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Whether these groupings of municipalities are still valid today and 
whether they would be acceptable to the Province, the City, the County, 


and the municipalities affected would require further Study. Such a 


study could potentially result in substantial changes to the boundaries 
of the new restructured municipalities. 


The following is recommended as the response of the U.T.R.C.A. 


ALTERNATIVE 1: "COUNTY OFFICIAL PLAN - 
COMMON POLICIES = CITY OFFICIAL PLAN’ 


Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative at this point in time. 
It provides a mechanism for County-wide planning and for resolution 
of differences and problems between the County and the City. This 
mechanism is sorely needed at the present time. 


ALTERNATIVE 11: 'CITY-COUNTY POLICY PLAN’ 


This alternative should be discarded. Not only does it leave the 
County without an Official Plan but special legislation would be re- 
quired if the "common policies" were to be any more binding than 

a statement in favour of motherhood. 


ALTERNATIVE lil: ‘COUNTY OFFICIAL PLAN' 


This alternative should also be discarded because it leaves the re- 
solution of City-County mutual concerns to whatever ad hoc means 
can be devised at the time. 


ALTERNATIVE 1V: "RESTRUCTURING ' 


This alternative is premature, both logistically and politically. 

In time, it may occur as a logical evolution from a system based on 
Alternative 1 but only after political attitudes change substantially 
and only after the City and County have developed a smoothly running 
co-operative system of jointly resolving their planning needs. 
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LONDON & MIDDLESEX COUNTY ROMAN CATHOLIC SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD 


401 Queens Avenue e P.O. Box 517 6 London, Canada N6A 4X5 « Telephone 432-3493 


Our File No. 


K. J. REGAN. B.A., M.Ed. 
Director of Education 


March 5, 1979 


Mreted lb. Halwa, 2 fe des 
Planning & Resource, OP OR nee 
Management Group, 

James F. MacLaren Limited, tt 
Consulting Engineers & Planners, 

320 Adelaide Street South, 

London, Ontario N5Z 3L2 


Dear Mr. Halwa: PEE! 


On February 26, 1979, the London and Middlesex County Roman 
Catholic Separate School Board adopted the following resolution: 


“That the Board supports alternative #1 in the planning 
appraisal report (Interim Report London-Middlesex Planning 
Appraisal, November 1978) which proposes that the County 
of Middlesex would be defined as a planning area and that 
an official plan for the County would be prepared as well 
as a set of official common policies to deal with planning 
and development related matters of mutual concern to both 
the City of London and the County of Middlesex." 


The above resolution is in response to your letter of Decem- 
ber 7, 1978, inviting the Board to comment on the Appraisal Re- 
port. Therefore, please consider this resolution as the Separate 
School Board's submission to the London-Middlesex Planning Apprai- 


sal study. 


Yours very truly, 


; G- E. Mottram, 
GEM :mb Administrative Assistant. 


c.c.:' Mr. L. Field 
James F. MacLaren Ltd. 
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P. .O. Yorke 
Commissioner 
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D. H. Crawford 
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Gs eral Manager 


R. . Rupert 


Secretary/Treasurer 
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COUNTY CIEPK’S OFFICE > ALAA, 
WIDILLSEX Ko MALLS § 
January 26, 1979. Mie aa > 
Mr. RK. Tolmie, 
Secretary, 
London-Middlesex Liaison Committee, 
CLEVeHal il, 
300 Dufferin Avenue, 
London, Ontario, 
N6A 4L9. 
Dear Mr. Tolmie: 
The Commission has now had a chance to review the Interim Report of 
James F. MacLaren Limited prepared for the London-Middlesex Liaison 
Committee. 
The concern with regard to public transportation would primarily arise 
in the urban fringe development surrounding the City of London. Develop- 


ment along the fringe has already commenced, and, unless joint planning 
takes place with regard to this development, there will be a reveat of 
the situation which arose in the annexation of 1961. This is a2 mutual 
problem to both bodies, and the planning involved must consider public 
transit in order that the service to be provided is attractive and 
adequate. 


Traditionaliy, public transportation in the rural area has been the domain 
of the private carrier operating infrequent schedules or served by inter- 
city carriers with intermediate stops. It would appear desirable that this 
Process continue for the rural area. 


While there is not any specific input the Commission has at this 
would appreciate being kept informed of any progress in the area o 
planning. 
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Yours truly, 


AK Ce eet along 


G. K. Arblaster:jm General Manager 
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